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PREFACE 


In the last resort there arc only two kinds of philoso¬ 
phies: those that find the world ultimately meaningful 
and intelligible and those that do not. The present book 
claims to belong to the first of these, and as such to be 
a part, however modest, of the Creai Tradition in philo¬ 
sophy. That there is such a tradition—that itis continuous 
and is characterized both by common presuppositions 
and by a common form—is the r.ndei lying thesis of the 
book. Following an ancient u age, T have given it the 
name of pliilosophia peiennis. From Plato to Hegel this 
perenniai piillosopliy has been characterized by the 
notion oi mi intelligible world, in some sense “beyond” the 
sensible and the phenomenal. Hence the title of the book. 

In contrast to this tradition—and often in violent 
conflict with it—there has always been a party of more 
or less organized opposition. To this tendency, as it 
expresses itself to-day, I have given the name of 
Modernism in philosophy. When the term “modernism” 
is used, in religion, in morals, in art—and even in science 
—we are aware, not only of common elements, but also 
of common presuppositions, which we may call philo¬ 
sophical. Philosophic modernism is from one point 
of view a new name for old ways of thinking; from 
another point of view jt represents novel forms of 
thought, starting from novel premises and ending in 
quite new and startling conclusions. One of the tasks 
Avhich I have set myself in the present work is to bring 
to light the common presuppositions, as well as the more 
important consequences, of those movements of thought 
which have been typical of the last quarter-century. I 
can only express the hope that the exposition, and, as I 
believe, ultimate exposure of these ways of thinking, 
may be helpful in enabling the reader to come to grips 
with the fundamental, spiritual, and philosophical issues 
of our time. 
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It can have escaped none but the most unobserving 
that a strong reaction has set in against these tendencies 
of the last quarter-century. This means, according to 
the second thesis of the book, that we are gradually 
discovering the inherent unintelligibility of philosophic 
modernism and the necessity of a return to the main 
insights of perennial philosophy. This return has, I 
believe, actually been going on for some time. For one 
thing, the interpretation of “science” to which modernism 
had parasiticully attached itself has been rendered 
obsolete by important developments within science 
itself. In the second place, the consequences for life and 
knowledge—including science itself -which follow from 
the premises of modernism, have issued in a veritable 
redUctio ad absurdurn, a sort of philosophical nonsense of 
which we are gradually becoming aware. It is now 
possible to see, I think, that philosophy has reached an 
impasse, and must in a very real sense do its first works 
over again. 

The Great Tradition, as I have characterized it, is 
represented in present-day philosophy largely, if not 
wholly, by Idealism. In so far, therefore, as funda¬ 
mental issues are concerned, the present work is domi¬ 
nantly idealistic in tendency. This docs not mean, 
however, that it is idealistic in any sectarian sense; in 
fact, it is one of the main contentions of the book that 
traditional philosophy has been “beyond realism and 
idealism” in the modern meaning of these terms. It 
cannot be denied that to modern Idealism chiefly 
belongs the glory of keeping alive both the spirit and 
the insights of this tradition, and of none of the merit 
for this loyalty would one care to rob it. On the other 
hand, I believe it to be of the utmost importance to 
recognize that this modern opposition between realism 
and idealism is not—and has never been—the funda¬ 
mental issue in philosophy, and also that the very truths 
for which Idealism has stood arc not bound up with 
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particular epistemological theories. At certain points I 
have found it necessary to take issue with positions often 
identified with Idealism. This does not mean any serious 
disagreement with its fundamental intentions. It has 
been said that no sane philosophy has ever been exclu¬ 
sively realistic or idealistic. My own belief is that the 
great philosophers have, in an important sense, always 
been above the battle. 

The key to the understanding of the entire book is to 
be found in the sub-title Metaphysics and Value, and it is 
in connection with the working out of the relations of 
“value” to “reality” that the more original features of 
the book—such as they are—are to be found. Few will 
be disposed to deny, I think, that this is the key-problem 
of our age. In our attempts to solve it we have, I believe, 
reached a point at which we may see certain things 
with sufficient clearness. The ultimate inseparability of 
value and reality is now almost axiomatic; to attempt 
to divorce them can issue only in unintelligibility. This 
thesis is maintained throughout the book. It is, more¬ 
over, the insight embodied in this thesis, and in general 
the development of our thinking on value problems, 
that enables us both to see the unintelligibility of 
modernism and to reinterpret traditional philosophy in 
terms of present-day thought. From this point of view 
traditional metaphysics is seen to be throughout a value- 
charged scheme of thoughf, and as such must be under¬ 
stood and evaluated. It represents the “natural meta¬ 
physic of the human mind,” a natural bent of the 
intellect which it is impossible to unbend. 

Something may be said with advantage about the 
divisions of the book. The positive portion of the argu¬ 
ment is found in Part II. In this second part I have 
sought to restate in modern form what I consider to be 
irrefutable in the Great Tradition. The fundamental 
notions or categories of this “natural metaphysic” have 
been examined both in their separate significance and 
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in their systematic relations. For this constructive portion 
of the task Part I constitutes the indispensable pre¬ 
liminary. In addition to the development of the contrast 
between the Great Tradition and Modernism in the 
first chapter it was necessary also to go into certain 
present-day controversies concerning the nature and 
presuppositions of philosophic thought, the nature and 
function of logic, and finally, concerning the relation 
of value-theory to philosophy in general. Whatever value 
these studies may be found to have in themselves, 
their primary object is to provide the background for 
philosophical reconstruction, or, better perhaps, to 
furnish the philosophic idiom in which these ancient 
truths may now be most adequately expressed. 

My indebtedness to others has been sufficiently 
acknowledged in the body of the text. If I should single 
out any recent writers for special mention, it would, of 
course, be the German axiologists, especially Rickert. 
Although greatly influenced by them in the earlier 
phases of my studies in value-theory, in recent years I 
have developed my position wholly independently— 
largely in critical reaction against modernist tendencies 
in England and America. I find, however, a gratifying 
confirmation of my own ways of thinking in the notable 
return to metaphysics—through value-theory—so charac¬ 
teristic of much of present-day German philosophy. I 
have found further confirmation in two important books 
—Mr. Wyndham Lewis’s Time and Western Alan and Pro¬ 
fessor Eddington’s The Nature of the Physical World —both 
of which came into my hands only after the present 
book had gone to press. Those familiar with these books 
will understand how helpful the former would have been 
in my exposition of modernism in philosophy, and how 
gladly I would have made use of the latter, not only in 
connection with my discussion of such questions as 
“degradation and value,” but also in my treatment of 
more general philosophical topics such as the relation of 
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value and reality. In conclusion, I wish to express my 
thanks to Professor J. H. Muirhead for his very kind 
interest in the work, and for valuable criticisms and 
suggestions. 

WILBUR M. URBAN 

Hanover, New Hampshire 
February igsg 
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TRADITION AND MODERNISM IN PHILOSOPHY 




CHAPTER I 


THE GREAT TRADITION AND MODERNISM 
IN PHILOSOPHY 


It is a positive achievement for a philosopher to be orthodox, provided his 
orthodoxy is philosophic. 

Henry JoNLS, The Philosophy of Lotze, p. 12 

He who desires something new desires something old, only he desires it in a 
different way. 

Aliotta, The Idealistic Reaction Against Science ^ p. 225 


I 

In his Aldphroriy or The Minute Philosopher^ Bishop Berkeley 
draws the picture of a type of thinker which, borrowing a term 
from Cicero, he describes as the ‘‘minute philosopher.” The 
minute philosophers, according to Crito, are “a sort of sect 
which diminish all the most valuable things, the thoughts, 
views, and hopes of men; all the knowledge, notions, and 
theories of the mind they reduce to sense; human nature 
they contract and degrade to the narrow, low standard of 
animal life and assign us only a small pittance of time instead 
of immortality.” 

The thinkers of this way, Berkeley holds, “have taken a 
direct contrary course to all the great philosophers of former 
ages, who made it their endeavour to raise and refine human 
kind, and remove it as far as possible from the brute; to 
moderate and subdue men’s appetites; to remind them of the 
dignity of their nature; to awaken and improve their superior 
faculties, and direct them to the noblest objects; to possess 
men’s minds with a high sense of the Divinity, of the Supreme 
Good, and of the Immortality of the Soul.” 

For this latter type of thinkers, to whom Berkeley confesses 
his own allegiance, he has no special name. But, borrowing a 
phrase from Sir Thomas Browne, they are to be described, 
perhaps, as those who have “a sense for the magnalities.” 
These are the magnanimous philosophers who, while not 
“swallowing things in the gross,” as Alciphron, in his defence 
of those who consider things minutely, charges, nevertheless 
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insist upon seeing things in the large; who, while not dis¬ 
daining analysis, always recognize its limits and understand 
fully the difference between explaining things and explaining 
them away. 

To this magnanimous tradition “the great philosophers of 
former ages” have, as Berkeley rightly insists, all belonged. 
It is characteristic of them that they have been essentially 
human—“all too human,” perhaps, in the minds of many; 
but, if so, they are secure in the consciousness that they have not 
reduced, contracted, and degraded, but. precisely because it is 
human so to do, have sought to see things under the aspect 
of eternity. In the words of a representative of the Great 
Tradition to-day, they have seen in philosophy but an attempt 
to develop “in the ibrm of reflection what every living creature 
at least is doing one way or another, between birth and death. ’ 
If in this attempt they “put the central things in the centre 
and take as their standard what man recognizes as value when 
his life is fullest and his soul at its highest stretch,” it is because 
this also is what every human being is doing, if not in every 
hour of the pilgrimage from birth to death, at least in all the 
hours and moments that have supreme significance. 

This is doubtless to make philosophy “edifying”; and even 
Hegel, who belonged to the magnanimous philosophers, tells 
us that philosophy must guard itself against trying to be 
edifying. But, if truth is edifying, there is no reason why we 
should guard ourselves against that result. If it should turn 
out to be true, as Leibniz said, that “in general there is nothing 
more true than happiness, and nothing more happy and 
pleasant than truth,” he would be a churl, indeed, who would 
insist upon defining truth so narrowly as to make it unpleasant, 
and on conceiving philosophy in such a fashion that it could 
not by any possibility be edifying. In any case, to build up, 
and not to tear down, has always been of the essence of the 
magnanimous tradition. Lebensweisheit has always been part of 
philosophy, and one can scarcely conceive of a wisdom that 
is of life which should be wholly life-denying. 

This is, I repeat, the great, the magnanimous tradition in 
philosophy. To this tradition the Platos, the Aristotles, the 
St. Augustines and the St. Thomases, the Fichtes and the 
Hegels have belonged. What constitutes this great tradition, 
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this philosophia perennis, we need not now inquire. The restate¬ 
ment and reinterpretation of this great tradition is, indeed, 
in one sense the objective of our entire study. It may be we 
shall find that, as it has been said, “the spiritual character of 
reality has never been doubted by any of the great philosophers; 
the difficulty has been to express this belief adequately.” It 
may be that all the great philosophies embody an immitigable 
scale of values; that they represent the normal and funda¬ 
mental way of viewing the world; that, as there is one philo¬ 
sophia perennis, so there is one fundamental system that underlies 
all minor differences of expression. It may be that that which 
is central in perennial philosophy from Plato to Hegel is the 
logical priority in human experience, theoretical, moral, 
aesthetic, and religious, of an Idea, of an order of perfection, 
which goc.s beyond and supplements the fragmentariness of 
our time experiences, under whatever name this may be known 
—the Good, Reason, God, as in ancient philosophy, or the 
infinite, the causa sui, the absolute in modern philosophy. 
All these things may be true, and I believe them to be true, 
but they are not what concern us at the present moment, I 
am rather interested in the spirit of the Great Tradition, and 
wish rather to emphasize certain outstanding characteristics, 
certain qualities of mind and heart, that distinguish this 
tradition from much of modern thought and the magnanimous 
from the minute philosophers. 

There are undoubtedly such qualities, qualities that have 
uniformly characterized the magnanimous philosophers. One 
of these is a certain absence of scruple, a certain lack of inhi¬ 
bitions, a certain willingness 'to acknowledge as supremely 
significant and supremely real that which is found when “life 
is fullest and the soul at its highest stretch.” As this search for 
reality has seemed to them the most human of all quests, so 
they have not hesitated to remain human in the method of 
the quest. As they have not scrupled to conceive their problem 
as one of the entire man, so they have not hesitated to use all 
their capacities and powers in the prosecution of the research 
magnificent. Penetrating thought, hair-splitting distinctions, 
dialectical skill, mathematical thought—all the mechanics of 
intellect have been employed, but also the intuitions of genius. 
Poetry and mythology, pathos and irony, mystical insight, 
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even to visions and ecstasy—all the powers of creative imagina¬ 
tion and emotion have been drafted into the service of the one 
supreme end. It is this large-mindedness, the absence of those 
scruples that mark the minute philosopher, that make the 
greatest philosophers also the greatest humanists of the race. 

These qualities follow from the premises of the Great Tradi¬ 
tion. The inseparability of the highest value from the most 
truly real has been at once the venture of faith and the “axiom 
of intelligibility” of the greatest thinkers. Ens est mum, verum, 
bonutn —from Plato to Hegel the deliberate and reiterated 
identification of being and value has been the hidden spring 
of traditional thought, and from this spring has welled up all 
the effort, as well as all the effortless insights and realizations, 
which make up the treasure of historic philosophy. 

Of all this effort—and of the faith or insight that vitalized 
it—what, it may well be asked, remains? Certain systems 
ancient and modern, mournful monuments to the audacity and 
egotism of speculative man? This is one way of viewing the 
products of the Great Tradition; but that would be sadly to 
misconceive the nature of philosophy and its function in the 
history of human culture. Not one of these ancient doctrines 
but can be in certain respects refuted and surpassed dialecti¬ 
cally. Nevertheless, they conserve in themselves something as 
eternal as the great works of classic art. There is in them that 
which escapes all refutation. Rather do they seem to be like 
those edifices in the grand style of which the fundamental lines 
remain, even when certain parts have fallen. 

It is these fundamental lines which, as I believe, are perennial, 
because they belong to the natural movement of the human 
spirit as such. They express normal and fundamental ways of 
seeing the world, and that which has veritable value in them 
is not so much the actual objectives which their constructors 
have either foreseen or attained as the unconscious founda¬ 
tions on which they have built and the inevitable method 
with which they have proceeded in their work. When the 
barriers of the sects have fallen there remains a philosophia 
perennis which is not so much a conscious construction of the 
pure intellect of the individual as the inevitable expression 
of the typical spirituality of the human soul. 
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II 

Man’s perennial speculations about the future of his own 
institutions and activities are among the most interesting and 
enlightening preoccupations of the human intelligence. The 
irreligion of the future, the passing of philosophy, are the 
favourite topics of the silly seasons of philosophic journalism. 
Recently, however, we have become rather more circumspect 
and sophisticated. Rarely now do we hear of some inevitable 
law, according to which religion gives place to metaphysics 
and the latter to science. The sophisticated modern no longer 
envisages a future without philosophy, but rather a futuristic 
philosophy. He talks, not of the ‘‘passing,” but of the “changing 
concept” of philosophy. 

There is what may properly be called “modernism” in 
philosophy. The thinkers of this way have, like the minute 
philosophers, the modernists of Berkeley’s day, taken a direct 
contrary course to the great philosophers of former ages. 
Their modernism, we shall see, consists in challenging the 
premises of the Great Tradition; the “changing concept of 
philosophy” they preach involves the abandonment of the 
presuppositions and ideals of perennial philosophy. The way 
of thinking we have chosen to designate by this name is many- 
coloured, the philosophical tendencies it embraces varied 
enough, and in many respects mutually opposed; but under¬ 
neath all the variations and oppositions there are certain 
common elements and tendencies which show them all to be 
products of that Time-Spirit which we understand if we 
cannot define. Both the sources and the principles of these novel 
tendencies in philosophy will engage our attention presently. 
We shall understand them all the better, however, if we examine 
those general tendencies in culture to which the name 
“modernism” has been given and with which these movements 
in philosophy are closely connected. 

Modernism in art and religion, in politics and philosophy, 
in all the manifestations of culture, is as familiar as it is puzzling. 
Whatever difficulties we may have in defining it, we have none 
in appreciating its spirit. We know, for one thing, that it is 
the product, directly or indirectly, of modern science and the 
scientific spirit. Having begun by asserting the autonomy of 
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science as against more original and elemental forms of the 
human spirit, the modern has ended by giving a privileged 
position to this latest and most unstable of its manifestations. 
Fundamentalism, whether in religion, in art, or in politics, 
however pathetically crude its gestures, is first of all and 
primarily an assertion of their own autonomy, of their own 
values and their own truths. Whatever else it is, it is the asser¬ 
tion of the “limits of science” in the household of the Spirit. 

Modernism in religion is, in one aspect at least, the result 
of an unscrupulous and uncritical application of science to 
religion. History turns the absolutes of religion into the relatives 
of an evolutionary process, and psychology and biology reduce 
religious faith to a mere instinct in the service of life. In art, 
modernism is, in principle, the same thing. In the pictorial 
arts, Impressionism and Post-Impressionism alike are the result 
of a deliberate application of science and intellect to form and 
colour—mistakenly applied in many cases we may think, bu 
none the less deliberately. Here, too, absolutes have every 
where given place to relatives, beauty to effectiveness, an 
truth to impressionism and expressionism, the complete sub¬ 
jectivism of art reflecting itself in the denial of all standards 
of aesthetic value. Not otherwise is it in the spheres of morals 
and politics, in which the deliberate turning of intellect and 
science on “instinct” has driven out all certainties and left 
only relativism and opportunism. All the “instincts” basal to 
community and State are analysed away, and in the most 
modern psychology the denial of instinct itself, the plain man’s 
idiom for standard values, is the startling outcome of a move¬ 
ment which was inevitable. 

But this is only one side of the picture. It is the other side 
that makes the attitude called modernism so puzzling and so 
interesting. Scarcely had the scientific spirit begun to cele¬ 
brate its triumph in these other spheres of human culture and 
experience when modernism entered into science itself, and 
novel tendencies in this field threatened to change the whole 
picture. The modern spirit is nothing if not sophisticated. The 
very movement which began with a relentless application of 
intellect to the deepest initiatives of the human spirit comes 
full circle in a conception of science according to which its 
own concepts and laws themselves have no ultimate validity, 
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but are merely useful instruments for the control of phenomena 
in the interests of life. 

Modernism, as distinguished from the modern spirit and 
modern thought in the broader sense of the term, is an essentially 
novel form of the Time-Spirit. The key to this novelty lies in the 
equivocal character of the concept of science itself. The rake’s 
progress of modernism has been swift and certain. Starting 
with the assertion of the autonomy of science, its divorce from 
wisdom and the moral and spiritual values, the acknowledg¬ 
ment of which is implied in all wisdom, it has ended in a 
philosophy of illusionism which includes science itself. Few 
scientists quite dare any longer to look truth full in the face, 
and truth and reason arc terms almost lost from the vocabulary 
of the other forms of the human spirit. Of the modern spirit 
it has been well said: 

It feels that knowledge is the only good, 

Yet fears that science may confound it quite, 

Changing what yesterday seemed logical, 

To something different and bitter overnight. 

It is this confounding of knowledge by “science”—is it not?— 
this something different and bitter, that has entered into our 
logic, that affords the key to the understanding of the whole 
modern spirit, and this sophistication regarding knowledge 
and science itself leads to very definite consequences. A certain 
mysticism becomes, as Simmel says, the necessary characteristic 
of every first-rate modern mind. In art one modernist tendency 
follows another, and impressionism with its scientific bias gives 
place to a reaction against all externality and objectivity in 
art, to an expressionism the very heart of w^hich is illusionism. 
In science it leads to a pan-illusionism, to a philosophy of 
“as—if,” which leaves nothing but the flux of sensation as 
belonging to the real. 

This super-sophistication—even regarding knowledge and 
science itself—has certain further characteristics which definitely 
mark the spirit we call modernism. Not the least of these is 
one which we can describe no better than as the desire and 
tendency to transcend every limit, “Here,” says Ferrero, “we 
have the great problem with which contemporary thought is 
confronted. Everything seems to totter to its fall around man, 

B 
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who, by transcending every limit, even the reality of the world, 
has become too powerful.”^ Transcendence of all natural 
limits, the natural law in society and politics, the norms of 
thought in logic and philosophy, all those “obstructions”to 
“creative thinking,” is in one form or another the motive of 
all phases of modernism. “Human, all too human,” is the 
scornful epithet applied to the natural metaphysic of the 
human spirit, and the abandonment of “the human scale” is 
considered the condition of world wisdom. 

This abandonment of the human scale is, perhaps, the most 
striking, if not the most fundamental, character of our modern 
civilization. In our buildings and in our industry, our in¬ 
stitutions and our arts, it is everywhere patent. Yet we are 
still unaware, I imagine, how completely it has also entered 
into the world of the spirit, how completely it has marked the 
products of our culture. That there should be some limits 
to the transvaluation of values, some truth a priori in knowledge, 
in morals, and in art—some limits within which intelligible 
thought moves—is simply another way of saying that human 
thought, to be significant and intelligible, must have a human 
scale. To'deny all such limits, to deny all essential structure 
and system—as modernism in its most clairvoyant moments 
does—is simply to deny the human scale in thinking. That this 
very denial of the human scale and all it implies is frequently 
done in the name of humanism itself should not surprise us; 
it simply serves to show the widespread ignorance in tlic 
modern world of what the genuinely human is. 

With this disdain of all limits, this fear of the past and its 
prejudices, come Futurism and the futuristic fallacy. Ideas are 
no longer disproved; they arc simply superseded by new ideas. 
The latest is the truest, and time refutes everything. The 
classical, it has been said, is reality purified by time. But for 
the genuine modernist time purifies nothing, for in the eternal 
flux there is nothing there to purify. Everything is refuted, 
for it is the very fundamental character of everything that 
it becomes something other than it is. To reality itself 
is assigned the breathless task of keeping up with the 
idiosyncrasies of time, and the mere “creative accumulation” 

* G. Ferrero, Europe's Fateful Hour —an excellent picture of modernism in its 
many aspects. 
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of these idiosyncrasies is hailed as the progress of reality 
itself. 

With this super-sophistication and futurism there appears 
finally an element in modernism for which I am at a loss to 
find an adequate term. I can describe it in no other way than 
as an attempt to combine the incompatible. The profound 
contradictions in modern civilization and culture lie open to 
every cye -nowhcrc so patently, perhaps, as in the idea of 
progress around which all its thinking has re\x)lved, and in 
which it has sought to embody its highest aspirations and values. 
So vaguely is progress conceived tliat it may with little difficulty 
‘‘include both peace and war, justice and violence, steam- 
ploughs and Lewis-guns, Pasteur serum and Melinite.’’ And 
indeed, if there are no limits to creative thought, if the doors 
of the future arc completely open, both for life and for thought, 
why should we not seek to combine the incompatibles? As a 
matter of fact it is taken by many as a sign of greatness. At 
our level, it may be said, the inclusion of an element of con¬ 
tradiction seems to be a sign of reality and largeness rather 
than of error. 

Such an attitude may easily create the illusion of magnani¬ 
mity of spirit. But it is an illusion. It bears a superficial resem¬ 
blance, indeed, to a similar attitude on the part of the mag¬ 
nanimous philosophers for whom the premises of the Great 
Tradition afforded a justification. But on the premises of 
modernism it can mean but decadence. A philosophy that 
assumes total ultimate coherence, the absolute, may allow itself 
many liberties. To attempt to transcend contradictions, to 
combine apparent incompatibfes, is a sign of vigour and large¬ 
mindedness. But a philosophy that denies these assumptions 
can attempt such things only at the risk of intellectual and 
moral decadence. 


Ill 

It must be observed that by philosophic modernism I under¬ 
stand not any single one of the distinctively modern movements 
of thought, such as Pragmatism, Intuitionism, or the New 
Realism, but rather certain features common to them all and 
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certain novel ideas which seem to follow from them. Philo¬ 
sophic modernism is the abandonment of the axioms and pre¬ 
suppositions of traditional thought, and it does not hesitate, in 
extreme cases, to see in traditional thought simply a gigantic 
rationalization. The idea of a “changing concept” of philosophy 
is accordingly, as we have said, a conspicuous feature of all 
these movements. Philosophic reconstruction is the goal of all 
their efforts. There is sufficient uncertainty as to the precise 
nature and direction of the change, but that there must be a 
change no self-respecting modern is in doubt. In this respect 
philosophy but shares the equivocal and paradoxical character 
of modern culture itself, and mirrors in one way or another all 
the moods which we have found distinctive of the modern 
spirit. 

There are, however, certain points in which these proposed 
reconstructions of philosophy all agree and at which the 
essentials of modernism come to light. The “meeting of 
extremes” in modern thought has developed points of agree¬ 
ment which cut across and transcend the traditional divisions 
in philosophy. All agree, for one thing, in contracting and 
degrading the field of philosophy itself. All agree in denying 
the premises and postulates of traditional philosophy, and, like 
the minute philosophers of Berkeley’s time, degrade philosophy 
to a mere pittance of its former self. 

In certain quarters, in the most modern realisms and natural¬ 
isms, the humanistic premises of the Great Tradition are 
challenged and the province of philosophy narrowed down to 
a method of analysis that makes of it merely an appendix to 
science. The ancient postulate of perennial philosophy—the 
inseparability of value and reality—is psychologized into the 
demand that reality must satisfy us; the denial of the necessity 
of this demand is followed by the exclusion from philosophy 
of most of its traditional problems and “ the raising to the 
dignity of philosophy many trivial and often foolish questions,” 
marking their propounders as the “minute philosophers” 
of the modern world. In other quarters the denial of the 
humanistic premises of the Great Tradition takes the form of the 
denial of the ancient goal of philosophy, the ens realissimum^ 
and philosophy is “contracted and degraded” to the mere 
service of ephemeral interests and ends. Not only is the great 
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postulate of traditional philosophy psychologized into the 
demand that reality must satisfy us, but reality consists only 
in that satisfaction, and truth itself is metamorphosed into a 
means of satisfaction of desire or an instrument of control. In 
still other quarters, finally, the denial of these same premises 
leads to a challenge of the entire natural metaphysic of the 
human mind, the natural bent of the intellect; and to turn 
our back upon intellect is said to be the highest wisdom. 
Philosophy itself, the love of wisdom, becomes a nomrational 
intuition of life. 

All these proposed “reconstructions’’ of philosophy represent, 
in one way or another, a radical change in the conception of 
the nature and objective of philosophy. Proposals of such a 
character demand of us that we shall examine with care the 
concept of philosophy as it has uniformly been held by the 
Great Tradition. Part of our problem—and an important part 
—must, as is indeed inevitable in books on philosophy, become 
the question of the nature and objective of philosophy. For 
the moment we shall confine our interest to the nature of these 
proposed reconstructions and the common clement which is 
the motive of them all. 

The changes in the objective of philosophy proposed by 
modernism represent then, not so much merely a contraction 
of the field of philosophy as a transvaluation of all philosophical 
values, the denial of the very premises of metaphysical thought, 
an inhibition of its deepest initiatives. Nor is this at all sur¬ 
prising ; for all these forms of modernism, each in its own way, 
contract, if not degrade, the human reason to a mere pittance 
of its former self. 

Each in its own way I say, for the ways arc different. The 
contraction resulting from the merely instrumental view of 
mind needs no comment. For new realism the logical reason 
appears to be supreme, but it is only apparently so. Reduced 
to the form of merely logical analysis, the results of that analysis 
are a logical atomism which excludes from the realm of reason 
a large part of that which has uniformly been assigned to it. 
Even those forms of modern thought which seek metaphysical 
truth outside the ways of reason and would have us turn our 
backs upon it, presuppose this same contraction of reason. 

Now, when we seek the common source of all these attitudes 
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we find it in the biological or evolutionary conception of mind. 
It is from this that all the sophistication, as well as all the 
violence of the modernist spirit, arises. To this is due the 
abandonment of the “human scale,” the desire to transcend 
every limit, and to combine the incompatible in a freedom of 
creative thought which knows no limits and acknowledges 
no laws. 

A fundamental characteristic of the “modern” man is, as 
Paul Rosenfeld says (he is writing of the music of the moderns, 
especially of that of Bloch), “his lately gotten sense of the 
tininess of the human element in the race, the enormity of the 
animal past.” For the typical modern the primeval forest, 
with its thick spawning life, its ferocious beasts, its brutish 
phallic-worshipping humanity, is si ill here. Before him there 
lie the hundreds and hundreds of years of development neces¬ 
sary to make a sapient creature of him. That the moderns 
write as those who feel this goes without saying. That it is 
also the “hinterland” of the typically modern thinking in 
philosophy is what I wish to emphasize here. Tliis conception 
of mind as merely something “in the making” underlies all the 
typically modernistic conceptions of philosopliy, all the pro¬ 
posed “reconstructions” that we arc about to examine. It is 
the source of all its negations, of all its paradoxical and sophis¬ 
tical affirmations. 


IV 

Modern thought, then, is nothing if not sophisticated. A 
profound scepticism lies in the heart even of those who deny 
scepticism with their lips. Not, be it understood, merely the 
scepticism of a Voltaire, engendered by the strife of opinion, 
but the deeper scepticism that comes from understanding. 
Nowadays one does not so much refute a philosopher as 
explain him. 

One of the impressive things about the present situation in 
philosophy is the fact that, precisely at the moment when 
modernism in its various forms proposes to turn its back on 
traditional thought, the continuity of that tradition is most 
adequately recognized and its principles most completely 
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formulated. Let us examine this sophistication—'‘new learning 
about philosophy/’ as Nietzsche calls it—in one or two of its 
most important phases. There is, first, the sophistication about 
the metaphysical instinct itself, and, secondly, regarding the 
strife of systems as it appears in philosophy. 

The metaphysical nisus^ the “ontological instinct,” owes its 
perennial character to its relation to the vital instinct, of which 
it is, perhaps, in one sense the highest sublimation. The great 
philosophers have iilways recognized, consciously or uncon¬ 
sciously, this relation and the obligation it entails. The unity 
of the vital instinct and the instinct for knowledge is always 
assumed by traditional thought. The assumption of this unity, 
or in more philosophical terms, of the inseparability of value 
and reality, is the driving force of the natural metaphysic of 
the human mind. 

Such is the belief of traditional thought, and in the light of 
that belief the whole movement of the natural metaphysic of 
the human mind can alone be understood. But what if this were 
not the case? What if the two were at war with each other, 
and the natural metaphysic but a “rationalization” to protect 
the life-instinct from knowledge? But let us hear this sophisti¬ 
cation as it finds expression in the words of a typical modernist. 

The vital instinct and the instinct for knowledge, “far from 
being the allies that popular thought proclaims them to be, 
arc,” according to M. Jules dc Gaultier, “really at secret war 
with each other.” The vital instinct, he holds, expresses itself 
in myth. “When,” he continues, “the instinct for knowledge 
awakes in some sceptic, if it cannot be suppressed it must be 
answered, and now occurs a "curious inversion of the roles. 
The vital instinct disguises itself as the instinct for knowledge, 
and, if unable to save the old myth, promptly invents another.” 
Such an invention, he holds, is the entire conception of know¬ 
ledge from Plato to Kant. The identification of the ens realissi- 
mum with the summum bonum is such a myth, and Kant’s account 
of the practical reason is but the same myth in a more subtle 
form.^ 

Such, with all the variations made possible by a sophisticated 

* Jules de Gaultier, De Kant d Nietzsche. In this and in his other works, more 
especially La Fiction Universelle^ one finds what is, perhaps, the most consistent 
development of “modernism” in its philosophical form. 
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psychology, is the modernist’s account of traditional thought. 
Speculative philosophy, with its traditional problems and 
traditional form, is a species of myth-making. Its source is a 
latent animism. Its supposed rational structures and systems 
are, in the psychological slang of the day, but “rationalizations,” 
with which the human spirit must, perhaps, clothe and protect 
itself if it is to continue to live, but from which it must, like 
lowlier forms of life, in turn set itself free. Is it any wonder that 
philosophia perennis^ that great reason-myth, shows a constant 
structure and a constant form? 

“How unfailingly,” writes Nietzsche, “the most diverse philo¬ 
sophers always fill in again a definite fundamental scheme. 

. , . Under an invisible spell they always revolve once more 
in the same orbit, however independent of each other they 
may feel themselves; . . . with their critical or systematic 
wills something within them leads them, something impels 
them in definite order, the one after the other—to wit, the 
innate methodology and relationship of their ideas.” But this 
continuity of the Great Tradition, which even those who 
challenge it more and more recognize, is easily understood. 
“The wonderful family resemblance of all Indian, Greek, and 
German philosophizing is easily enough explained. . . . Their 
thinking is, in fact, far less a discovery than a recognizing, a 
remembering, a return, and a homecoming to a far-off, 
ancient common household: philosophizing is so far a kind 
of atavism of the highest order.”^ 

Such extreme sophistication and a-logism arc, indeed, not to 
be attributed to every form of modernism, but something of 
it at least is to be found in all those ways of thinking wc have 
been examining. It is, in fact, a necessary consequence of the 
contraction and degradation of the human reason that 
characterizes them all. Of the essential sophistry, not to say 
perversity, of this sophistication, the developments of this book 
will, it is hoped, constitute a proof. In this invisible spell that 
compels thought to revolve continually in the same orbit, 
this irresistible attraction which continually brings the intellect 
back to its natural movement, we shall hope to find, not a 
form of atavism, but rather the essential form of intelligible 
discourse itself Here we are concerned wholly with the 

* F. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and EviL 
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modernist’s interpretation of traditional thought, and of the 
“wonderful” continuity which underlies all its differences. 

The very continuity of the Great Tradition, which even those 
who challenge it more and more recognize, is, as we have 
seen, only too well understood. No less sophisticated is the 
modern attitude towards the oppositions in philosophy which 
its equivocal character has generated. Philosophy is perennial, 
but so arc its problems and solutions. We become aware, not 
only of an inborn systematic affinity of philosophical concepts, 
but of a certain fundamental scheme of possible philosophical 
positions, of great contrasting concepts and ideas which, like 
great crags, remain untouched by tlie waters of time and the 
passing generations, of great dualities and oppositions which 
spring from dualities and oppositions of the human spirit. 
Philosophy may, indeed, be a pantheon of great thoughts; yet 
are not these thoughts, great as they arc, but the crystallizations 
of perennially opposing temperaments or of necessary social 
values? 

It is in an atmosphere such as this that the modern thinker 
faces the challenge of philosophia perennis. It is in this form that 
the grand divisions of philosophical thought become the pre¬ 
occupations of the modern. The “strife of systems” bulks large 
in the discussions of the present. The oppositions of naturalism 
and spiritualism, of monism and pluralism, of intellectualism 
and voluntarism, claim our attention; but for the modern 
thinker the problem becomes concentrated in the opposition 
of Idealism and Realism. 

The growing struggle between these two positions has been 
the outstanding feature of the intellectual life of the last 
hundred and fifty years. It has absorbed all the energy and 
attention of the philosophers, and as a result they have had 
little time left for the genuine problems of traditional thought. 
A change in attitude towards this great opposition is, however, 
a characteristic note of present-day thought. From the most 
varied quarters one hears the belief expressed, as in the words 
of Mr. Russell, that “the issue between realists and their 
opponents is not a fundamental one.” With such a view one 
may well agree. It has never been a fundamental issue in 
traditional thought, and “no sane philosophy has ever been 
exclusively realistic or idealistic.” It is, however, with the 
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distinctively modernistic attitude towards this opposition that 
I am here concerned, for it is precisely in this attitude that 
one of the characteristic notes of modernity makes itself 
heard. 

The first reaction to this continued opposition is, indeed, one 
of complete scepticism. Yet in face of the real earnestness 
of the problems which it implies the irony of history passes 
us by. Our sceptical smile gives place to understanding, and 
we become sceptical of scepticism itself. In an age when survival 
becomes so nearly identical with truth and reality itself, the 
mere persistence of this opposition, the struggle for existence 
between philosophical creeds and systems, tends to take on a 
new meaning. Here, again, a sophisticated psychology with its 
doctrine of fundamental types, with its slang of extravert and 
introvert, of tender-minded and tough-minded, seems to come 
to the help of the modern. 

Are they not extraordinarily naive who suppose that there 
must be one type of philosophy? Is there not, as the poet 
Schiller says, a psychological antagonism among men, an 
antagonism which, “just because it is radical and rooted in 
the innate constitution, robs not only the poet and the artist 
of the possibility of making a universal appeal, although this 
is his task; but which also makes it impossible for the philo¬ 
sopher, in spite of every effort, to be universally convincing, 
although this, it has seemed, is involved in the very idea of 
philosophy?’’ Reality, it is felt, can hardly be as simple as many 
of the philosophers have supposed it, if varying and even 
opposing points of view are necessary to express it. Does not 
the very persistence of these oppositions argue a more than 
ephemeral significance, and is it not probable that a pragmatic 
attitude towards these oppositions is the highest philosophical 
wisdom? Is it surprising that out of the bitter scepticism and 
irony of our situation wc should tiy to extract some sweetness, 
and that under the divisions and sects of philosophy we should 
seek a sort of sentimental catholicity? 

This super-sophistication of modern thought is excellently 
expressed in a conception of the nature and function of philo¬ 
sophy developed by Paulhan. In an address before a philo¬ 
sophical conference in France, M. Paulhan, a modern of 
the modernists, offered the following suggestive interpretation 
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of philosophy. The actual lutte philosophiqiie and the division 
des croyances are inevitable and necessary characteristics of 
philosophy. The struggle for existence and division of labour 
among our philosophical creeds arc necessary consequences of 
the practical and social character of philosophy. Each one of 
the main parties, chief faiths, has its own particular work to 
do; it represents a tendency useful and even necessary to 
society. Opposition in society of diverse needs and different 
tendencies, when translated into the world of ideas, takes, for 
instance, among other forms, the appearance of the struggles of 
materialism and spiritualism, realism and idealism. In a social 
organism well constituted these different tendencies would not, 
perhaps, be more irreconcilable than eating and breathing in 
a physiological organism. But man is apparently condemned, 
perhaps irremediably, to this struggle. 

The role which he ascribes to the enlightened thinker, in the 
premises, is curious and not wholly enviable. These dualities, 
divisions, themselves become, of course, a chief problem of his 
philosophy. He sees clearly enough, on the one hand, that if 
humanity is to live such division of beliefs is necessary. He 
must, if he is to be a philosopher, in the ancient and honourable 
sense at least, accord to each a relative and partial truth. On 
the other hand, can truth be divided between parties any more 
than the child of Solomon’s famous judgment? 

Perhaps, however, a still further division of labour is possible. 
May there not be certain spirits, outside all parties, who seek 
to comprehend the essential nature of the tendency in each 
of them, as well as the system of ideas, images, and desires that 
nourish it? Such men will know that the actual social world 
could not live and endure if their transcendent ideas should 
nourish all spirits, but that is scarcely a danger that we have to 
fear. They will conclude that the great oppositions in philo¬ 
sophy, between realism and idealism, materialism and spirit¬ 
ualism, are in a sense eternal. They will even see that it is 
desirable, at a given time or for a given nation, for one tendency 
to have dominance over the other. If despite these facts they 
construct a system of the world, which may be necessary to 
them as to other spirits, they will know that in all these points 
it can be only transitory and must remain imperfect and incom¬ 
plete. “It is vain,” M. Paulhan adds, “to expect such a view 
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to be accepted by the many, but what it lacks in vital appeal 
and immediate efficacy it will have gained in intellectual 
truth, in purity and hauteur'^ 

The note of modernity in the foregoing is undeniable. The 
idea itself is by no means new, although the way of expressing 
it is ultra-sophisticated. Greater thinkers than M. Paulhan have 
seen in these grand divisions of belief the necessary conditions 
of life and its interpretation, although they have never found 
their meaning in merely pragmatic psychological and socio¬ 
logical conceptions. The idea that duality and opposition are 
part of the conditions necessary for philosophic truth is as 
old as philosophy, and it was Hegel himself who said that all 
philosophies have been necessary. The Great Tradition in 
philosophy, as we shall ourselves try to show, has always been 
above these oppositions, and has sought to find truth in a 
higher synthesis. This has been a characteristic of all the 
magnanimous philosophers. But the modern attitude, as we 
have sketched it, is quite a different matter. It is, in the sphere 
of philosophy, but a symptom of that impressionism and 
eclecticism, that willingness to combine the incompatible, 
which spells decadence. Bound up as it is in the modern spirit 
in general with the illusions of futurism, in the sphere of philo¬ 
sophy it implies and expresses that denial of all finality, that 
abandonment of the ontological point of view, which is the 
deepest note, as it is also the common element, in modernistic 
philosophies. To this further phase of modernism, the phase 
in which its opposition to all traditional thought is most funda¬ 
mental, we must now turn. 


V 

The difference between traditional and modernistic con¬ 
ceptions of philosophy may best be indicated in terms of the 
figures in which the objective of philosophy is envisaged. For 
the older conception being or reality was said to be the goal 
of true knowledge. Men spoke of the “pathway to reality,’’ of 
an ultimate goal, to which a predetermined path of reason 
inevitably leads. Philosophy is a well-trodden path to the ens 
realissimum and the summum bonuniy and but puts in the form 
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of reflection what everyone is doing, in one way or another, 
from birth to death. For the modern conception, on the other 
hand, the nature and function of philosophy are far differently 
envisaged. Ultimate reality, ‘‘true being,” is essentially an 
illusion. It is rather like the pot of gold in the fable which 
the father told his sons was buried in the ancestral field. 
There was no such pot to reward the labour of the hopeful 
youths, but they attained their end notwithstanding, for 
the very incessant digging produced bumper crops and the 
father’s promise was fulfilled. The ens realissimum is such a 
fruitful illusion. 

Curiously enough the denial of this humanistic premise of 
the Great Tradition is made in the name of humanism itself. 
This distinc tive note of modernism is sounded by many who 
otherwise tliiiik in the main within the bounds of that tradition. 
No more than in the case of poetry, we are told, can philosophy 
hope for finality. Life is perpetually at war with thought, and 
the forms of reflective thought are made only to be broken, 
all goals are set only to be surpassed. The only absolute truth 
is that there is no such truth. It is at this point that our sophis¬ 
tication regarding human knowledge, the impulse to transcend 
all limits, the abandonment of the human scale, in thought 
as well as in life, reaches its climax. It is here that futurism not 
only has its roots, but also reaches its most characteristic 
expression. For the natural metaphysic of the human mind is 
essentially the application of the principle of the human scale 
to thought, and its abandonment involves the complete denial 
of that scale. 

Now, whether this denial of the humanistic premises of tradi¬ 
tional thought is itself a kind of humanism is perhaps a matter 
of words. Nietzsche, at least, was in no doubt. For him the 
ontological instinct was essentially “human—all too human”; 
and of his own inhumanity to man, in denying it, he was fully 
conscious. Be that as it may, two things are evident. We have 
come here to the ultimate issue between traditional and modern 
thought. In the second place it seems fairly obvious that the ten¬ 
dencies in modernism must ultimately eventuate in this denial. 

It is not my purpose to argue for the traditional conception 
of philosophy here. One of the tasks of the next chapter will be 
to show that the presupposition of an ultimate reality, of an 
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ens realissimumy is a necessary presupposition of intelligible 
thought and its communication. Moreover, the purpose of this 
introductory chapter is descriptive rather than polemical, our 
chief object being to contrast the philosophies of modernism 
with the Great Tradition, and to point out the ultimate sources 
of their divergence. From this point of view the chief point 
of interest is the complete break with traditional thought, the 
complete transvaluation of all metaphysical values which it 
involves. 

That the reconstruction of philosophy proposed by modernism 
should go to the length of a complete transvaluation of its very 
objective is in itself doubtful wisdom. There is no way of 
defining philosophy except in terms of its history, and nothing 
is clearer from that history than that the ontological motive 
is alike its constant driving force and its constant justification. 
Much more impressive than this change in objective is the 
novel conception of philosophy whicii this transvaluation of 
its objective, this denial of its historic premises, permits the 
more modern thinker to contemplate. 

'‘We must become accustomed,'’says a recent writer, “to the 
idea of the universe as a Wandering Jew. T he future of philo¬ 
sophy belongs to the naked demand of reason for a beyond 
anything given, to the idea of the all of things as inherently 
unfinished, a progress having no term, either finite or infinite.” 
We might, perhaps, become accustomed to such an idea—we 
c. n become accustomed to anything. But of the philosophy to 
wnich such a future belongs certainly the least said the better. 
We may conceivably become accustomed to such an idea— 
the possibilities of sophistication appear to be without limit; 
it seems possible for the modern to cany the principle of 
fiction, fruitful illusion, to the length of making that for which 
the illusion is fruitful itself an illusion—in short, to making 
illusion the fundamental principle of reality itself. But to call 
such an idea a philosophical idea goes beyond the permissible. 
Philosophy must be intelligible or it is nothing. To speak of 
a demand of reason for something which by its very nature is 
irrational, to speak of progress without that which alone can 
give the concept of progress any meaning, is to talk an unin¬ 
telligible language. But is not that what modernism in its 
more consistent moods asks us to do? 
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VI 

The reconstructions of philosophy typical of modernism 
involve, we have seen, a rather complete transvaluation of 
the chief philosophical values; it is not surprising that they 
should also involve a changing conception of truth. The 
nature of trutli is, in fact, the problem which above all others 
is diagnostic for modernism in general. Modernism we have 
found to be highly equivocal. Starting with its assumption of 
the autonomy of science, and with the privileged position of 
its conceptions of truth, it was forced ultimately to face the 
problem of the truth of science itself. From this confrontation 
it drew back humbled if not abased. To say with Poincare 
that scientifi(' concepts and formulas are not true, but that they 
arc convenient, is to open up a way of thought the end of which 
is not yet in sight. 

It is not my purpose to consider here the problem of truth 
as such; we shall have occasion to enter into more detail 
in later connections, especially in the chapter on logic. Our 
chief interest is rather to see the transformations in our notion 
that have followed necessarily from the premises of modernism, 
more especially the consequences for our conceptions of the 
truth of philosophy, 

“With the best of intentions,” wrote Paul Carus, “William 
James put truth on trial.” It was not so much William James 
as the whole movement of modern naturalism speaking, in 
only one of its voices, through him. For liim truth survived 
its trial. What he did not see, but others have seen, is that truth, 
in any intelligible sense, has not survived, that we have to do 
here with an entire revaluation of the value of truth itself, 
necessitated by the premises of modernism, by naturalistic 
evolutionism and the biological conception of the mind. The 
line between truth and fiction really disappears and w'e have a 
pan-fictionism. Truth is denatured, and instead of the problem 
of truth and falsity we have simply a problem of degrees of 
value among fictions, as Gaultier makes clear. ^ 

It is to Vaihinger in Germany (and to Gaultier in France, 
perhaps) that we are chiefly indebted for revealing to us the 

* See in this connection Jules dc Gaultier, La Fiction Universelle (especially 
the last two chapters). 
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true inwardne^'is of the premises of our thinking. Both develop 
a doctrine of Jiction universelle. Vaihinger, in pointing out the 
instrumental value of “untrue’’ concepts, merely carries out 
to its logical conclusion that which was implicit in a genetic 
logic. The value of concepts is to be determined by their purpose, 
but when we seek to find out what end or purpose is in his 
thinking we find these to be a fiction also. The serpent devours 
its own tail. True, Vaihinger makes assumptions which the 
pragmatist would call absolutistic. By speaking of “untrue” 
concepts, and by characterizing them as fictions, he implicitly 
assumes an absolute criterion of truth, and must admit, 
although he may not like it, an independent realm of absolute 
validity, and hence the possibility of concepts that “represent” 
the world or demand universal acknowledgment. Vaihinger 
pleads for a new evaluation of concepts, which according to 
his characterization arc untrue, while the pragmatist pleads 
for a new conception of truth which would not permit of such 
characterization. But what difference docs it make? What 
difference—whether we define truth narrowly and admit to 
our world as value that which is untrue; or change our 
concept of truth so that we may call that value truth? The 
essential sophistication and sophistry arc the same. 

It is this sophistication and sophistry that are at once the 
cause and the widespread effect of this process by which truth 
has gradually been “denatured.” No criticism of knowledge, it 
is said, can destroy knowledge, no theory of its nature can 
prove that reality is unknowable. This is undoubtedly true. 
But certain theories of knowledge, while not destroying it, can 
denature it, can take ail the value out of it. That is what any 
merely biological and evolutionary conception of intelligence 
inevitably does. 

The subtle effect of this process on our conceptions of know¬ 
ledge and truth in general has already been indicated; it 
remains to consider its influence on our conceptions of philo¬ 
sophy. Now the modern is sophisticated regarding science, but 
he is a super-sophisticate when it comes to philosophy. The 
idea of philosophy as a gigantic “rationalization,” of the 
oppositions of the philosophers as the expressions of merely 
psychological types, leads naturally to the denial of the “truth” 
of philosophy or to the development of notions of truth as 
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subtle and sophisticated as these ideas out of which they spring. 
We find certain representatives of modernism saying: “The 
category of truth is, perhaps, not exactly applicable to philo¬ 
sophy, but rather the category of value, that is to say o^ 
the importance of the spiritual direction manifested in the 
works of the philosophers.*’ Or, in the words of John Dewey, 
philosophy deals with meanings and values rather than with 
truth. 1 

There is nothing, perhaps, which indicates more clearly 
the point to which modernism has brought us than this con¬ 
trast of meaning and value with truth. Now, that philosophy 
does deal with the meanings and values of existences rather 
than with existence abstracted from meaning and value, is, 
indeed, true and one of the main contentions of this entire study. 
But the inference that this interpretation of meanings and values 
cannot have truth as its objective, can follow only from a most 
imperfect conception of both meaning and truth, and still 
more from an inadequate notion of the relation of meaning 
and truth to the more ultimate concept of value. In any case, 
this denial of the category of truth to philosophy is but a 
phase of that general transvaluation of all philosophical values 
inherent in the very premises of modernism. The same ways 
of thinking that would have us accustom ourselves to the idea 
of the universe as a Wandering Jew would also have us get 
used to the futility of a philosophical activity deprived of the 
only objective that makes it in any way intelligible. It suffices 
to record here that some consciousness of the situation I have 
been describing is gradually making itself felt. Certainly the 
suspicion is everywhere gaining ground that there is something 
suicidal in such ways of thinking; it is with the realization of 
this fact that the return to perennial philosophy must begin. 


VII 

“He who desires something new desires something old, only 
he desires it in a new way.” “It is a positive achievement for 
a philosopher to be orthodox, provided his orthodoxy is 

* “The Role of Philosophy in the History of Civilization,” Proceedings of the 
Sixth International Congress of Philosophy^ 1926. 
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philosophic.’’ With these two quotations I began this chapter. 
Some development of what I consider to be their significance 
in this context may, perhaps, fittingly bring this chapter to a 
close. 

The desire for something new in philosophy is sincere and 
significant. It is not wholly an expression of that vulgar illusion 
of modernity that whatever comes next must be better. It 
springs, as we have tried to indicate, from genuine exigencies 
of the present situation. That in seeking the new, the modernist 
in philosophy, as elsewhere, succeeds often merely in reviving 
some partial and fragmentary aspect of ancient truth, is 
nothing to his discredit; the discredit, if any, attaches solely 
to his failure to recognize the fact. It is but part of that unseen 
fate that drives human thought along a certain fundamental 
scheme of possible philosophical positions. For in truth what 
we really desire is something old. For true philosophy, like 
everything genuine and elemental, is, if not a kind of atavism, 
at least a search for the true homeland of the soul. 

But while we really desire old things, we also desire to say 
them in a new way. New ways of expressing old truths is the 
condition of the vitality of these truths. If we have a distinctively 
modern idiom, as we most certainly have, we must think and 
speak in that idiom. The deeper one lives himself into the 
great philosophies, ancient and modern, the more he becomes 
convinced, I think, that philosophic truth is almost wholly 
a matter of adequate expression. With respect to the more funda¬ 
mental problems and their solutions at least, what we call 
progress and development is in large part development of our 
media of expression. If there is any ancient truth that is irre¬ 
futable, it is so largely because it can be, and demands to be, 
expressed in modern form. Even more important is the fact 
that if there is a modern thought-idiom, and there certainly 
is, we must use that idiom, for that is the only language the 
modern now understands. 

Tradition in philosophy is no literal repetition of dead con¬ 
cepts any more than tradition in the life of the State is a literal 
repetition of precepts and laws, or in religion of dogma and 
scriptures. Tradition is life and movement and perpetual 
reinterpretation. That which is permanent in it is, above all, 
an abiding sense of direction. To seize a tradition, as thus 
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understood, it is above all necessary to live oneself into it; to 
continue it creatively, not to contemplate it; to follow and 
prolong it, not to arrest it under the pretext of being faithful 
to it. It is, accordingly, not a paradox to say that the way 
back to the Great Tradition must be through modernism. 

But this truth in no way conflicts with the truth of that 
other quotation in which I have sought to crystallize the spirit 
of this chapter. It is, I believe, a positive achievement for a 
philosopher to be orthodox—to be within the spirit of the Great 
Tradition—provided his orthodoxy is philosophic. That which 
is permanent in tradition, wc have said, is an abiding sense 
of direction. Now it is the loss of this sense of direction, of the 
genuine problems and significant objectives of philosophy, that 
we have deplored in many forms of modernism. To keep this 
sense of direction, as it is the chief desideratum^ is also the 
highest achievement of the modern thinker. There is no inherent 
reason why there should not be orthodoxy—straight thinking— 
in philosophy. There is every reason to believe that there 
should be. 

I need not repeat here the points at which I have conceived 
the typical modern tendencies to have taken a direct contrary 
course to all the great philosophers. That which I hope to 
show is that in doing so they have lost their way and have 
become ultimately unintelligible. There is what we may call 
the a priori of an intelligible world, and in turning their backs 
upon the “innate metaphysic of the human mind” they have 
abandoned the conditions of essential intelligibility. To be 
philosophically orthodox is to ^understand and acknowledge 
those fundamental forms of reflective thinking without which 
intelligible communication and interpretation are impossible. 

Yet in all this, it cannot be denied, the sincere thinker may 
easily think to find a great insincerity—or at least a funda¬ 
mental contradiction—the same difficulty in philosophy that 
faces all the historic and traditional activities of man. Tradition 
is life, movement, perpetual reinterpretation. Yes, but at 
what point does reinterpretation become new creation? At 
what point, for instance, does free construction of the law 
become new legislation? At what point does free interpretation of 
dogma in religion become its denial? At what point in philo¬ 
sophy does saying old things in a new way become the saying 
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of entirely novel things? In short, are we not faced with a 
dilemma that is ultimately insoluble? Either the denial of all 
novelty and development, or else the frank acceptance of 
absolute novelty, the abandonment of all finality in philosophy— 
the essence of the modernist position. 

The question here raised is fundamental and as difficult as 
fundamental. It involves all the questions of progress and system 
in philosophy, questions that it is worthwhile considering only 
when they can be considered adequately. Here is certainly 
not the place to anticipate the details of later discussions. 
Some things can, however, be said in the most general terms. 
And wc may at least indicate our general attitude towards the 
problem. 

The idea of the possibility of knowledge that is wholly new 
is a common and characteristic feature of modernist positions. 
Our familiarity with what seem to us to be complete novelties 
in the sphere of scientific knowledge predisposes us to the idea 
of the possibility of such novelties in all spheres of the human 
spirit. Now, as to this supposed novelty in science, there is 
reason to think that it is often greatly misunderstood if not 
grossly exaggerated. Change in scientific concepts themselves 
seems to be in inverse ratio to their fundamental character. 
Men have, for instance, spoken successively of the conservation 
of matter, of force, and of energy. The first two are now found 
to be untrue—not even capable of intelligible expression. But 
the significant element in them all— conservation —persists, and 
has seemed to have, as Balfour says, a kind of intuitive certainty 
more or less independent of empirical fact. Be that as it may, 
there is a difference between the accumulation of fact and the 
interpretation of fact, as also between ‘‘science” and other 
spheres of the human spirit, which is too often overlooked. 
We speak of creative thought, fertile thinking, and it is 
assumed, without thinkings that invention and novelty mean the 
same thing, and arc equally possible in all these spheres. This 
is far from being the case, and such novelty, if possible, would 
be the destruction of all genuine knowledge. 

For let us consider the concept of a knowledge that shall be 
wholly new, that, as it has been expressed, shall “change the 
very structure of our knowledge out of all recognition.” Such 
a change could not possibly be progress in knowledge. It would 
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be complete self-alienation, that kind of change of which the 
poet wrote when he said: 

I changed mysell to renew myself 
And lost myself. . . . 


This will sound dogmatic—and cannot, perhaps, sound other¬ 
wise than dogmatic at this stage of our discussion. Let us, then, 
for the moment abandon argument and content ourselves with 
a mere statement of the attitude that has emerged from the 
reflections of this chapter and which shall guide the reflections 
of the chapters to come. I know no better way of expressing it 
than by an adaptation to our own purpose of some charming 
words of Anatole France. 

An admirer of M. France had complimented him upon his 
scientific knowledge and the wisdom of his judgments on these 
questions. “My dear sir,” M. France replied, “the important 
thing, perhaps, is not my scientific attainments, which arc 
slight, but rather the cflcct of modern discoveries on a mind 
formed by prolonged commerce with the charming, subtle, 
humane authors of our country. I have tried to say as w'ell as 
possible of the things I have learned and seen in my own time 
what those fine minds of old would have said if they had 
seen and learned the same things.” Orientation towards the 
fine minds of all time is, I believe, the secret of wisdom in 
philosophy no less than in the world of humane letters. For it 
is this fineness and largeness of mind—the magnanimity that 
puts the central things in the centre and which takes as its 
standard that which man recognizes as truth when life is at 
its fullest and his soul is at its highest stretch—it is this and this 
alone that is the final place of understanding. For, in the long 
run, it is human nature as a whole that passes judgment, not 
only upon every attempt to improve it, but upon every pretence 
to know it and to understand it. 



CHAPTER II 

THE PREJUDICES OF THE PHILOSOPHER: 
THE PHILOSOPHICAL HINTERLAND 


Having kepi a sharp eye upon the philosophers and having read between 
their lines long enough, I now say to mysellthat the greater part of conscious 
thinking must be counted among the instinctive functions, and it is so even in 
the case of philosopliical thinking; one has here to learn anew, as one learned 
about heredity and innateness. 

Nietzsche 


Es bleibt der Philosoph von wert fiir alle Zeiten: 

Er findet stets auf’s neu die selhstverstiindlichkeiten. 

Otto Erich Hartleben 


I 

The Vorurieile der Philosopheriy of which Nietzsche makes so 
much, are facts to be reckoned with. ‘Tn philosophy,” it has 
been said, “ethical neutrality has been seldom sought and 
hardly ever achieved. Men have remembered their wislies 
and have judged philosophies in relation to their wishes.” 
To recognize this is ordinarily to condemn it. It is assumed 
without question, especially by those who claim to be 
“genuinely inspired by the scientific spirit,” not only that 
such neutrality is desirable, but that it can actually be 
achieved. Is it that those whom the so-called scientific spirit 
has inspired are especially childlike, as Nietzsche thinks?— 
that they do not feel scientific preconceptions to be prejudices, 
and that they think freedom from prejudice to be really 
possible? It matters not. The discouraging thing is not the 
actual inability of the scientifically inspired philosopher to 
achieve neutrality; it is rather that he has not yet learned, 
as all the great philosophers have learned, that such neutrality 
is impossible, and that he still preserves the prejudice that it 
would be desirable if it could be attained. This is the last 
prejudice that all genuine philosophizing must overcome. 

Philosophy, it is true, is supposed to be presuppositionless, 
and in a sense, of course, this is true. It is possible, we have 
seen, to define philosophy only by an inductive study of its 
own material, and such a study makes it abundantly clear 
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that freedom of thought is the very principle of its life. From 
Xenophanes to Nietzsche this is the one thing that philo¬ 
sophers have in common. Criticism of first prejudices might 
be written as the sub-title of that extraordinary history. Yet 
closer examination show*? that this is only relatively so. The 
de omnibus dubitandum remains an ideal wbi^.h even the wariest 
of thinkers find it difficult to apply. 

Completely radical, in the first place, ihis attempt rarely is. 
It is seldom sought and never fully achie\’ed. As a rule know¬ 
ledge is sought which shall be independent of some single 
presupposition, that shall rise abo\e some particular prejudice 
or assumption. Now it is the belief in divine powers or tradi¬ 
tional moral values; again it is the belief in the validity of the 
immediate impressions of the world of sense, or in the exclusive 
value of reason. It is at best only piecemeal that the ideal is 
realized. Universality of doubt remains largely a philosophical 
afi'cctation. 

More than this, the doubt itself is never absolute. The ideal 
of doubt rests usually upon an ineradicable faith. Thus it is 
that the great monuments of philosophic doubt—the confes¬ 
sions or meditations of an Augustine or an Anselm, of a Pascal 
or a Descartes—even of a Tolstoy or a Nietszche—fail to 
produce completely the illusion of reality. In all of them there 
are hidden reserves, even make-believes, that show them to 
be nearer to art than to reality. One feels that the issue never 
really was in doubt—that in every dubito there is an element 
of artistic convention—that the doubt itself is but a cloak for 
a transparent certainty. 

Yet with all these limitations thert^ is, nevertheless, some¬ 
thing about this ideal of philosopln that distinguishes it 
sharply from the ideals of common sense and science. '‘Philo¬ 
sophy,” says Croce, “has for its object what really is and must 
justify itself fully, neither admitting a presupposition nor 
allowing any presupposition to exist.” Such an objective, were 
it possible of achievement, which it is not, would make of 
philosophy the supreme instance of human self-deception. It 
is rather because philosophy admits its presuppositions and 
acknowledges their necessity that it is the supreme instance 
of freedom of thought. The so-called free thought of science 
has distinct limitations. It seeks only ethical neutrality. It 
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refuses to be the handmaid of religion or morals, and in its 
new-found intellectual righteousness it becomes prejudiced 
against them, as sources of truth. Science tries to forget men’s 
wishes. True philosophy not only remembers them but tries 
to understand them. “Freedom itself,” says Renouvier, “is 
the first truth in the world of knowledge.” It is, indeed, a 
presupposition of which even the determinist avails himself 
when he elects to make determinism his first principle. Only 
he involves himself in a contradiction which the genuinely 
free thinker avoids. The free-thinkers of the future will not, as 
Nietzsche says, like their brothers of the past, simply exchange 
one prejudice for another, but will be those who acknowledge 
and accept their own prejudices. 

Philosophy is the one field of thought in which presuppositions 
are admitted and values acknowledged. In this deeper sense, 
then, absolute freedom from prejudices is the distinguishing 
mark of philosophy. If not a completely realizable goal it is 
at least that which determines its direction. The autonomy of 
philosophy lies in this very fact—that, in pi'inciple at least, it 
has overcome the last prejudices of common sense and science 
alike. But this very autonomy brings with it certain obligations. 
The very right and duty of philosophical thought to pursue 
its objective with a greater degree of independence than is 
possible in other spheres of knowledge, bring with them the 
duty to recognize its own prejudices and presuppositions. 
More than this, it involves the obligation to distinguish clearly 
between those prejudices which are individual and racial, and 
the still more fundamental presuppositions that condition all 
philosophizing as such. 

It is just this enlightened consciousness that, in a sense, 
is the ideal of modernistic philosophy. Nietzsche’s Die Vorur- 
teile der Philosophen is in one respect the quintessence of this 
modernism. In art, we are told, certain obstinate ways of 
seeing things prevent us from appreciating what the “artists 
of the future” seek to express. Certain “very obstinate pre¬ 
judices,” we are told, stand in the way of our understanding 
the new concepts of space and time involved in the theory of 
relativity or the new conceptions of the infinite. Similar pre¬ 
judices stand in the way of what is called the New Logic, and 
as the new this, that, and the other appear on the stage axioms 



PREJUDICES OF THE PHILOSOPHER 41 

and postulates gradually pass into prejudices—until at last 
full circle is reached and truth and reality themselves become 
prejudices. 

Unearthing of prejudices and prepossessions is thus the most 
joyous part of that gay science to which the unscrupulous 
empiricism of modernism has given birtli. Naturally modern¬ 
istic philosophy is in its clcmenl. Nietzsche discloses the 
“characteristic prejudice by which the metaphysicians of all 
time may be recognized.” Bergson unearths the hidden pre¬ 
judices of all traditional philosophy, disclosing that natural 
bent of the intellect which we must all now learn to unbend. 
The new realists find traditional philosophy vitiated by a 
whole complex of “philosophical errors” which have their 
roots in the speculative dogma itself. All unite, however, as we 
have seen, in considering the traditional concept of philosophy 
itself a prejudice. Now, all this is well enough in its way, but 
such “freedom of thought” involves a corresponding respon¬ 
sibility, and in these matters we moderns display an irrespon¬ 
sibility that is regrettable. For one thing, we arc extraordinarily 
free with question-begging epithets. With an unbelievable 
light-heartedness, permanent presuppositions are turned into 
“gratuitous assumptions” and “sheer mistakes,” and enduring 
postulates arc airily turned into plain prejudices. 

We have already seen how deep this strikes—into the very 
conception of philosophy itself. Perennial problems arc elimin¬ 
ated as arising out of racial prejudice, and under the caption 
“Problems of Philosophy” the ancient discipline is narrowed 
clown to certain technical questions in which the individual 
thinker happens to be especially interested. Reconstructions 
of philosophy are proposed which in the face of the plain 
story of the human spirit substitute definitions w^hich embody 
individual and ephemeral interests. Philosophy must in a very 
real sense do its first works over again. And this require¬ 
ment, as we have seen, goes deep, even to the conception of 
the nature and objective of philosophy itself. For the prejudices 
and gratuitous assumptions with which the modernist charges 
perennial philosophy are all inextricably bound up with a 
conception of the objective of philosophy which, he holds, is 
itself a prejudice; the changing conception of philosophy on 
which the modernists are working is itself to be the result of 
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the removal of these prejudices. Philosophy, we have said, is 
the one field in human thought in which presuppositions are 
admitted and values acknowledged. We may, with Nietzsche, 
call these the prejudices of the philosophers if we will, but, 
if wc do, we must recognize that these are the prejudices of 
the philosopher qua philosopher, and that without them no 
philosophizing can take place. To an examination of these 
“prejudices’’ we shall now turn. 


II 

A certain philosopher recently undertook the paradox of 
“A Defence of Prejudice.” Tlie point of his contention was 
that what appear prejudices arc often really not prejudices 
in the dyslogistic sense of the word, but rather judgments 
well validated by experience, including thought, the grounds 
for which have, however, fallen into the background. The 
hinterland of common sense and philosophy alike is, then, not 
a jungle of irrational emotions and passions, but a world of 
reason—in the sense at least in which the “magnanimous 
philosophers” use that term. 

Whatever may be said of common sense, this is certainly 
true of philosophy. The philosopher must, indeed, as we have 
seen, confess to his peculiar prejudices as an individual— 
prejudices which determine the very questions he shall ask 
and to a degree his answers. Part of his highest wisdom is to 
recognize that “my judgment is my judgment.” Again, no 
philosopher can wholly escape the prejudices of his time and 
his race. To try to divest himself wholly of the pack that he 
carries on his back is to write himself down as cither a knave 
or a fool. Prejudices of this kind we have, in principle at least, 
no difficulty in distinguishing and discounting. But deeper 
than all these arc certain fundamental presuppositions, certain 
“prejudices of the philosopher” qua philosopher, original 
valuations which are not expressions of either individual or 
race, but of the “typical spirituality” of humanity. From 
these prejudices and presuppositions the philosopher cannot 
free himself without transcending his own skin. Nietzsche 
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tried it, and the horrid cries of pain that accompanied the 
process are the scandal of ilie century. 

Prejudices of individual and race, I repeat, we have no 
difficulty in distinguishing and discounting. Any sympathetic 
study of the philosophu al systems of individuals—and, indeed, 
of the philosophical attitudes of entire centuries and peoples— 
always brings us at last to certain ultimate valuations or 
systems of valuation, themselves without proof. It goes with¬ 
out saying that this is true in the fields of appreciation and 
practice, of ethics and acsthciics, but it also more or less 
true in the realm of scientific logic il princijdcs. A Plato may 
not have been able to think outside the bounds of certain 
space conceptions, but the modern mathematician and philo¬ 
sopher can. A modern finds it hard to think without tlie 
concepts of evolution and progress, but a Plato could, and 
we may conceivably be able to do so again. 

Such, then, are the prejudices—the Grundurteile^ as they have 
been called—that underlie the world views of great individuals, 
dominate whole peoples, and give colour to the thinking of 
entire cycles of human life. But are there not Grundurteile of a 
wholly diflerent kind? Are there not Vorurteiky typical pre¬ 
judices by which the metaphysicians of all time can be recog¬ 
nized and without which metaphysics itself is impossible? 
Are there not certain ideas, postulates, outside the bounds of 
which it is not possible to think consistently—much less speak 
intelligibly? If so—and I certainly think there are such—they 
would no longer be prejudices in any dyslogistic sense of 
the word, but necessary presuppositions. Such would, indeed, 
constitute a “natural bent of the intellect” which it would, 
perhaps, be very amusing, but also very futile, to try to unbend. 

The conviction that there is such a natural bent that cannot 
really be unbent is a deathless element in all traditional 
philosophy. It is not surprising, therefore, that throughout 
the history of thought attempts have constantly been made 
to find a means of distinguishing between prejudices and 
necessary presuppositions, attempts which have been regis¬ 
tered in the history of the concept of the a priori. The attempt 
to strengthen the objective validity of at least some of the 
elements of our knowledge, by seeking to show that in the 
very assumption of their impossibility there is a contradiction, 
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is in itself a temptation which thought never has been, and 
probably never will be, able to resist. The “blessed certainty 
that two and two make four’^ is blessed by reason of the mere 
fact of certainty^ however trivial from some points of view 
the fact itself may be. But even more tempting is the possi¬ 
bility it seems to offer of an ultimate criterion of intelligible 
philosophical discourse. The principle of self-refutation has 
always been the favourite method of distinguishing between 
prejudices and necessary presuppositions. It may almost be 
said to be the typical philosophical method. 

It cannot be denied that in many quarters this method has 
fallen into disrepute, not wholly undeserved. It has not always 
been treated understandingly either by those who have used 
it or those who have criticized it. For one thing, according to 
Nietzsche, it has never occurred to the wariest of the philo¬ 
sophers to apply it to their own ultimate prejudices; and its 
employment has ended, as in the case of Kant, the much 
advertised All-destroyer, merely in “erecting into postulates 
his moral prejudices.” The wariest of the philosophers have 
found it difficult to distinguish between that which is in¬ 
conceivable and that which is unimaginable, and to call 
a thing unthinkable has often been but a euphemistic way 
of saying that it is intolerable. Yet despite this criticism 
—much of it deserved—it remains true that internal consistency, 
properly understood, must remain the ultimate touchstone of 
all thought. Indeed, we cannot proceed a step in our thinking 
without acknowledging that which, for internal reasons, we 
regard as the inevitable way of interpreting experience. There 
are no fundamental truths of experience for w^hich I can give 
any reasons which are not, in part at least, a priori; reason 
being here defined in that large-minded way which thinks 
of it in terms of an internal necessity which my consciousness 
makes manifest in various ways. 

The very general use of the principle of self-refutation in 
philosophic thought is itself significant. The sceptic, the 
agnostic, the relativist have all at different times been silenced 
by its crushing and damnatory logic. With it the idealist has 
refuted the realist and the realist the idealist. In one way or 
another it is the last argument that both employ. And in this 
the instinct of both is profoundly right, for such argument is 
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essentially an argumentuw ad homtaem, and in ultimate matters 

this is, as Lowes Dickinson says, “the only argument possible 
and, indeed, the only one in which anyone much believes. 
But this character of the argument has not always been wholly 
understood, nor the real significance of the inferences drawn 
from it. Rightly used, and with a proper understanding of its 
nature, this type of argument does, i believe, serve its end, and 
does enable us to establish certain presuppositions of all 
thinking which are above the differences of tlie schools. Let 
us try, therefore, to get to the heart of the argument. 

Taken as a characteristic device of formal logic, as a means 
of establishing abstract logical axioms, the method of self- 
refutation suffers under a genuine disability which the slightest 
logical acumen serves to make clear. The sceptic, for instance, 
is said to refute himself when he asserts with conviction that 
there is no knowledge. And he certainly does. But this self¬ 
refutation is immediately applied by the unwary not to the 
sceptic, where it rightly belongs, but to the abstract propo¬ 
sition which he enunciates, where it does not belong. 

It will be worth our while to examine this a little more 
closely. Whoever claims that there is no valid knowledge, in 
this very claim expresses a “case” of knowledge for which he 
presupposes objective validity. So far he contradicts or refutes 
himself. X makes the assumption A, that he possesses no valid 
knowledge. This has as its consequence merely that X him¬ 
self can have no valid knowledge of this assumption A, for if 
he had this knowledge he would possess in it a case of valid 
knowledge. It is not the assumption A (that X possesses no 
valid knowledge) that contains a contradiction, but rather a 
further assumption B (namely, that X possesses a valid know¬ 
ledge of A). From this contradiction there follows as a conse¬ 
quence, however, not the falsity of A, but merely the falsity 
of B. To repeat, when one claims to know that he knows 
nothing, he contradicts himself of course, but one may not, 
therefore, conclude that he knows anything, but only that this 
which he claims to know he does not know. And how can it 
be otherwise, since from the principle of contradiction, viewed 
as a principle of abstract logic, only “analytical” propositions 
can be inferred? The proposition that we possess objectively 
valid knowledge is, however, obviously of a synthetic character. 
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Now, the importance of this conclusion is immensely more 
far-reaching than appears at first sight. It by no means follows 
from this criticism of the principle of self-refutation that it 
does not do its work, but merely that it does not do a kind 
of work it was never intended to do. The precise character 
of the work it may legitimately be expected to perform this 
entire chapter is intended to show in detail. In general, it may 
be said that it is one of the determining principles of intelligible 
philosophical discourse. It is concerned with those presupposi¬ 
tions which the thinker cannot deny without making himself 
unintelligible, the values, logical and a-logical, that must be 
acknowledged if communication from mind to mind is to 
be possible. The possibility of intelligible communication is 
the ultimate postulate of all thought, all knowledge. It itself 
cannot be explained, but is the presupposition of all know¬ 
ledge and science. As applied to our particular problem, the 
prejudices or premises of traditional thought, we may hope 
by means of this principle to distinguish prejudices from 
necessary presuppositions. ^ 

The task of this chapter is to make just this distinction and 
to determine the necessary presuppositions of intelligible 
philosophical discourse. A word on the use of this term 
presupposition^ as well as of certain other terms, such as 
assumption, postulate, axiom—often used interchangeably 
with it—is necessary if the positions of this chapter are to be 
entirely clear. 

I have taken “presupposition” to start with as the most colour¬ 
less term to describe the more general conditions of intelligible 
discourse. A presupposition becomes an assumption when it is 
more or less consciously acknowledged as such a condition. 


' One of the outstanding characteristics of modernist thought is its loss of the 
sense for intelligibility. This characteristic will be developed more fully in 
C^hapters V and VI; here I wish merely to call attention to but one aspect of it— 
namely, the loss of the sense for hnplicational argument. From Plato to Hegel this 
has been one of the chief marks of philosophic method, and it was one of Kant’s 
chief merits to set this entire type of thinking in high relief. The principle of 
self-refutation is only one aspect of this general method. One of the chief charac¬ 
teristics of modernism is, as we saw in the preceding chapter, its readiness to 
combine incompatibles. I am at a loss to understand this except, perhaps, that 
in this matter radical empiricism has been a loose master, having accustomed 
us to the idea that whatever goes contrary to the natural prejudices of thought 
is likely to have the greater probability. 



PREJUDICES OF THE PHILOSOPHER 47 

Thus the presupposition of all meaningful discourse—that 
truth is better than error—becomes the explicit assumption 
of any intelligible logic. Now, an assumption becomes a 
postulate when, as the term indicates, it takes the form of a 
demand. Such demand is made, however, only when that 
which is demanded may conceivably be denied. Thus in 
philosophy, notably in Kant, a postulate is a demand for 
that which may be doubted, but which yet seems necessary 
to the solution of a self-evident problem, as in the case of the 
postulates of the practical reason. An axiom cannot be com¬ 
pletely distinguished from a postulate, as may be seen by the 
modern tendency to treat axioms as postulates. It can be 
defined no more accurately than as an established principle 
in any art or science which is accepted as self-evident. 

Throughout philosophical as well as ordinary discourse 
these terms arc often used interchangeably, as evidenced by 
the fact that they are defined more or less in terms of each 
other. We shall attempt to keep the foregoing distinctions in 
mind, although the task is not always easy, since many thinkers 
with whom we shall be dealing do not always make them. 
But anything like pedantry in this connection is not desirable, 
for what we arc really concerned with is the distinction of 
necessary presuppositions from prejudices. Whether these pre¬ 
suppositions should be called assumptions, postulates, or 
axioms, while often an important question in a specific con¬ 
text, is one which so far as the general argument is concerned 
may be left undetermined. That which characterizes them all 
is that they are acknowledge^ in some w^ay, and to some 
degree, as necessary conditions of intelligible thought, and thus 
as distinguishable from prejudgments in the sense of prejudices. ^ 


III 

Now, there are three ‘‘well-nigh invariable beliefs,” cer¬ 
tainly necessary presuppositions of intelligible communication, 

* When quoting from other writers I shall take pains to indicate by quotation 
marks that it is their use of the terms “assumption,” “postulate,” “axiom,” as 
the case may be. 
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namely, that I exist and others like me^ inhabiting a worlds Of 
these presuppositions there is not, nor will there ever be, any 
empirical proof nor disproof. Not being results of, but implied 
in, experience, they are ‘'intangible by its vicissitudes.” They 
are not the outcome of reflection and communication, but 
their co-implications. Kant found them only presuppositions 
of action, but when we realize that thought involves that 
form of action which we call communication, we see that 
they are the presuppositions of thought also. 

Such objects, or Gegenstdnde^ are, in the first place at least, 
not so much objects of knowledge, in any narrow or sectarian 
sense of that word, as objects of acknowledgment. As such they 
are not so much entities as values and validities. They are 
objects the validity of which must be acknowledged if intelli¬ 
gible communication is to be possible. This acknowledgment 
cannot be the distinguishing character of any particular 
philosophy, as, for instance, of idealism, as is often supposed. 
For the distinction between idealism and realism is one that 
is made only within a field of discourse xvhich, in order to be intelli- 
gible, has already acknowledged them. They arc beyond the dis¬ 
tinction of realism and idealism. The term “idealism” should 
be reserved for that form of thought which denies the ultimacy 
of the “world” and gives us only self or selves; “realism” for that 
form which denies selves and their communication as ultimate. 
Intelligible discourse implies all three. 

These presuppositions are, then, intangible by the vicissitudes 
of experience, because they arc its com})lications. They arc 
accordingly, in the proper sense of the term, a priori. For “that 
is a priori which is true, no matter what.” The concept of the 
a priori, like that of self-refutation, has suffered from grave 
misunderstandings. Whatever is a priori is necessary, but we 
have misconstrued the relation of this necessity to mind. 
A priori truth is necessary as opposed to contingent, but not 
as opposed to voluntary. What is a priori is necessary truths 
not because it compels the mind’s acceptance, as does sen¬ 
sation, but precisely because it does not. It is that which is 
acknowledged and involves all the freedom of acknowledgment. 

* These arc both beliefs and presuppositions. I call them presuppositions here 
because their acknowledgment is the necessary condition of intelligible communica¬ 
tion. The nature of acknowledgment is treated fully in Chapter IV, pp. 146-7. 
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But this freedom is only from external compulsion, not from 
those compulsions arising out of the conditions of intelligible 
communication. ^ 

Intelligible communication, with all its co-implications (as 
they have been developed), is, then, the necessary presupposi¬ 
tion of all philosophy of whatever kind. TiiCse co-implications 
cannot be prejudices, for in denyin; them one refutes himself 
—that is, if he intends to communicate any intelligible meaning 
in his denial. 

Needless to say, traditional philosophy makes these “assump¬ 
tions.” But the “prejudices” of this philusophy do not stop 
here. That I exist, and others like me inhabiting a world, are 
assumptions that in a very real sense are pre-philosophical. 
It is rather in the presupposition of a “world”—that pre- 
suppositic n which, while implied in, yet goes beyond, the 
experience of the subjects communicating with each other 
—that the distinctively philosophical “prejudices” appc'ar. 
The presupposition of a “world” is as such pre-philosophical. 
We cannot carry on even the most ordinary discourse, the 
most ordinary communication from mind to mind, without 
acknowledging this presupposition. Wc cannot tell each other 
anything about ourselves or our fellows without implying 
something about the world of which we are a part. But while 
such discourse about the world is unavoidable it is also 
unavoidably vague. The term “world” is indefinite, and as soon 
as we seek to make it definite the most fundamental of all 
philosophical problems appears. 

One thing we are bound tg recognize at the outset. While 
philosophical discourse always implies the “world” as its 
ultimate subject, the world cannot become the subject of such 
discourse without an element of paradox. When w^c use the 
term “world” in its widest unqualified sense, we believe that 
in some way we grasp the sum-total of all things and all 
happenings when in truth we arc grasping only a part. We 
believe that we are talking about the all-of-reality when we 


* In formulating this conception of the a priori, a notion which will be made 
use of throughout the ensuing chapters, I have been greatly aided by the sug¬ 
gestive treatment of the subject by C. I. Lewis in his article “The Pragmatic 
Conception of the A Priori,** The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, and Scientific 
Methods, vol. xx. No. 7. 
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actually, for the most part, think and express something quite 
other—namely, a limited whole, a part of a larger unknown, 
which, to the extent that it is unknown, is Tinlimited, The 
reason for this is that wc do not seem to be able to ask intelli¬ 
gible questions about that which is not limited in some way; 
we cannot apply predicates or epithets to that which is 
unlimited. 

What can be the meaning of this paradox? Perhaps only 
that we are in some way in possession of a formula which 
permits us to relate the unknown to the known, so that th(‘ 
unknown becomes part of the unity of the world. Certainly 
this is the belief that constitutes the driving force of traditional 
philosophy, as we shall see. Be that as it may, wc are for the 
moment interested merely in this paradox and its meaning 
for our present context. 

Now, the idea of totality involved in the notion or pre¬ 
supposition of a “world” is implied in all our discourse. We 
make a moral judgment on a particular situation, and wc 
say in justification, '‘'such is the world,” or a scientific judg¬ 
ment, and in that judgment is implied that the world is 
governed by universal causation, or that the world of “nature” 
is uniform. We apply concepts of evolution or j^rogress to the 
“world,” to totalities, and wc even venture to say that the 
world is good or bad. Now, it is entirely conceivable that in 
every case we shall find that these predicates apply only to 
the world in some limited sense—only to limited wholes. In 
fact, a large part of our education consists in learning what 
things we must not say about reality as a whole. The point is, 
however, that wc were seeking —and are always seeking—to 
find things that we may say about reality as a whole; and we 
feel that there must be something to say about it, otherwise 
the predicates we apply to the limited wholes lose something 
of their meaning and validity. It is this belief that something 
may be said about the world in the unlimited sense, about 
being in its most universal extent, that constitutes the driving 
force of metaphysics. 

It is in connection with the presupposition of a world, in 
this metaphysical sense, that all the distinctively philosophical 
“prejudices” appear. Traditional philosophy postulates not 
only a world, but that it is an intelligible world. Ens est untim, 
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verum^ bomm —in this ‘‘axiom of intelligibility,” as it has some¬ 
times been called—the prejudices of the metaphysicians of all 
time are summed up. In applying to being in the unqualified 
sense these attributes of unity, truth, and goodness, or value, 
a distinction is inevitably maHe between these predicates and 
those which apply only to limited wholes, and it is the signi¬ 
ficance of this distinction that is first importance. In the 
following sections we shall consider in their order these tlirec 
“prejudices”—the prejudice in favour of totality, the prejudice 
in favour of meaning and value, the prejudict‘ in favour of 
reality, or of an ens realisstmum. The proper interpretation of 
these three prejudices or presuppositions is our fust task, for 
it is precisely their denial that constitutes the essence of 
modernism in philosophy. 


IV 

The philosopher may be described as one who has a 
specially developed sense or organ for the totality of things. 
In general men are concerned with particulars—the demands 
of practical life see to this. These objects of human interest 
may be large or small, our daily bread or a dogma of religion, 
a love ad\xnture or the discovery of a law of chemistry, but 
they remain particulars. The philosopher, on the other hand, 
always has—naturally, of course, in different degrees, and never 
completely—a sense for the totality of things. In so far as he 
is productive he seeks to translate this feeling into concepts. 
He need not, indeed, be always speaking of the “whole,” and, 
in fact, those philosophers who do so become singularly tire¬ 
some. “Cannot we live as though we always loved?” asks 
Maeterlinck. Can we not think as though we were always 
conscious of totality? Perhaps. But the only time to talk about 
either, as true lovers and true lovers of wisdom alike know, 
is in those supreme moments of realization in which insight 
can alone find adequate expression. But in the genuine philo¬ 
sopher the sense of totality is always there. 

This is the philosopher’s sense for and acknowledgment 
of the “world” which is one of the co-implicates or pre¬ 
suppositions of intelligible communication. Yet precisely this 
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sense for totality the typical modern does not hesitate to call 
a prejudice, and the perennial attempt to give expression to 
this sense of unity the fallacy of speculative dogma. As though 
there could be intelligible philosophical discourse without 
assuming it! There are, doubtless, things we must learn not to 
say about reality, but we shall always have something to say 
about reality as a whole, and when we cease to say it we 
cease to philosophize. Even if the ultimate metaphysical 
principle is sought in plurality itself, if what we say about 
reality is that it is not one, even then this discontinuity, this 
unrelatedness of things, becomes the characteristic of things, 
and tends to be elevated into a principle of unification, of 
reality as a whole. The prejudice in favour of totality is, 
accordingly, one of those prejudices which, through applica¬ 
tion of the principle of self-refutation, shows itself to be 
no prejudice but a necessary presupposition. As well ask 
a philosopher to whistle and smile at the same time as 
to philosophize and make no judgments upon reality as a 
whole. 

It is of the utmost importance to make the significance of 
this “prejudice in favour of totality” perfectly clear. With it 
the entire question of system in philosophy is ultimately bound 
up, the ideal of systematic thought being for modernist philo¬ 
sophers, in the main, a prejudice. 

In the first place the idea of the whole, the concept of 
totality, has many meanings, and it by no means follows that, 
because the assumption of totality is a necessarj^ presupposi¬ 
tion of intelligible thought, some of these conceptions may 
not be false. C. S. Peirce distinguishes some forty different 
adjectives characterizing as many different kinds of wholes 
which have been distinguished in philosophic thought. 
Collective composite, essential, integrate whole, mathematical, 
logical, and metaphysical wholes—such are some of the dis¬ 
tinctions thought has found itself compelled to make.^ It is 
entirely conceivable that while reality must be postulated as 
a totality if there is to be intelligible discourse, it does not at 
all follow that it is a whole in certain of the senses in which that 
totality has been assumed. Let us examine some of the meanings 

* See article on “The Whole (and Parts),” Baldwin^s Dictionary of Philosophy 
and Psychology. 
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of the “whole” as they form the subject of dispute in present- 
day philosophy. 

First of all, as James says, the world is at least one subject 
of discourse. And he considers it an odd fact that many monists 
consider a great victory scored when pluralists say that the 
universe is many. “The universe, they chuckle; his speech 
bewrayeth him. He stands confessed of monism out of his own 
mouth.” “Well,” so he continues, “let things be one in so 
far forth! You can fling such a word as universe at the wliole 
collection of them, but what matters it? It still remains to 
be ascertained whether they are one in any further or more 
valuable sense.”" 

But really a great deal more is involved in the idea of a 
world as one subject of discourse than at first appears. For 
it must be intelligible discourse, and it is precisely this that 
requires that it shall be conceived as one in a further and more 
vtiluablc sense. 

The world as subject of intelligible discourse must be a 
whole in one further sense at least—as a logical whole. For 
intelligible discourse is logical discourse whatever it may be 
besides, and logical discourse is directed by the ideal of unity. 
Now, logic understands by unity, or the whole, the concept 
of necessary thought synthesis. There is more to intelligibility, 
as we shall see, than logical coherence, but such coherence 
must at least be there. Now, it must be admitted that the world 
need not be exhausted as the subject of logical discourse. It 
is precisely the position of the various forms of a-logism that 
it is not. But in so far as it becomes an object of intelligible 
discourse it must be capable of logical synthesis. Even those 
who fall back on intuition, and non-logical or aesthetic lan¬ 
guage as a means of communication of that intuition, have 
already justified both the intuition and the means of communi¬ 
cation by showing their place in a logically intelligible whole. 

But unity in still another and more valuable sense is, I 
think, implied by intelligible discourse. This we shall describe 
as metaphysical unity, “metaphysical” being used in its proper 
and legitimate sense. 

The concept of totality first acquires significance in meta¬ 
physical reflection through the presence of certain charac- 

* Pragmatism^ pp. 133 ff. 
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teristics in addition to the logical. If one speaks of logical 
unity or coherence it does not at all mean that metaphysical 
validity is forthwith included. In the concept of categorical 
or methodological unity tlic meaning of the metaphysical 
whole is not yet reached. From the lonians to Bergson meta¬ 
physical unity has always consisted in the application of some 
quality or character to the world as a whole. To apprehend it 
metaphysically is first of all to apprehend it as a totality, and 
secondly to characterize that totality. 

Now, it is our position that, if the “world” enters into our 
thought as an object of intelligible discourse, it must be con¬ 
ceived as a totality in this sense also. The object of talking 
about the “world” at all is to discover and communicate its 
nature and meaning. Even if wc say the world is not a unity, 
it is a plurality, a chaos, wc have still said something about 
it as a whole. We have given it a characteristic from which 
consequences and meanings flow. If we say that all is change, 
that duration is the deepest character of reality, wc have 
given a privileged position to some aspect of experience and 
applied it to the world as a wiiole. 

The attribution of some quality or character to tlic world 
as a whole is, then, the further condition of intelligible discourse 
about the world. Something must be given a privileged 
position—“dominant unity,” to make use of an expression 
of Leibniz. We may, perhaps, contrast this kind of unity with 
the logical by calling it axiological, Eucken has the same dis¬ 
tinction in mind wlien he speaks of the “no-ological stand¬ 
point” and contrasts no-ological unity with logical unity. Such 
dominant unity involves selection, and in so far involves 
distinctions of meaning and value. The essential notion in 
this conception of unity is that of the ens realissimum. 

This distinction between logical and axiological^ or dominant, 
unity will be of the utmost importance throughout the coming 
discussions. For one thing, it marks the difference between 
the position we shall develop and that form of logical monism 
that identifies metaphysical unity with logical unity. The 
latter notion is the basis or presupposition of only one type 
of philosophy; the former, if our argument is sound, the 
presupposition of any philosophy whatever. It is a distinction 
which we shall also find crucial for our interpretation of 



PREJUDICES OF THE PHILOSOPHER 55 

philosophic system and of the relation of logic to philosophy in 
general. Let us seek, therefore, to make this idea of axiological 
totality somewhat clearer. 

We have seen that totality is the necessary presupposition 
of intelligible philosophi^^al discouise. Wc cannot, however, 
form an idea of an existing unixerse or totality without an 
element of paradox. Every existing totality is, after all, neces¬ 
sarily a partial totality, for it is only to j)artial totalities that 
predicates can be intelligibly applied. It follows, therefore, 
that no totality of existing things, however inclusive we may 
make it, can exhaust the philosophical notion of the “universe.” 
This is true also of the whole in the sense of logical totality. 
For such a. whole excludes, by definition, the alogical, in the 
sense, of course, of any elements that may be intractable to 
logic, but even more significantly in the sense of those values 
that transcend logic (the values of logic being only one 
type of values). Any concept of totality that shall satisfy the 
demands of philosophy and philosophical discourse must, 
accordingly, be one that incluclcs the meaning and value of 
things as well as the things themselves and any merely logical 
unity of things. This is what I mean by axiological unity. 

We may say, then, that the problem of a world-whole, in 
order to be solvable at all, must be turned from a merely 
existential or logical problem into an axiological problem. 
In other words, the totality of the real world, in the sense of 
the existent world, consists in something that is more than 
existence. It seems clear, also, tJiat in such an axiological 
totality the principle of order will be one that arises neces¬ 
sarily out of the essential nature of value as such, and that, in 
the last analysis, a system of philosoph'/ must be a system of 
values. All this will be developed fully in a later chapter.^ Here 
we shall content ourselves with pointing out that such a unity 
must be a “dominant unity” in Leibniz’s sense, in the sense, 
namely, that a “privileged position” is given to something— 
to an ens realissimum^ and the principle of order becomes one of 
axiological dominance rather than of logical co-ordination. 

But to return to the main point of this discussion—totality 
in some sense is the necessary presupposition of philosophical 
activity and of intelligible philosopliical discourse. Many 

‘ Chapter XIII. 
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concepts of totality may contain prejudices, but the notion 
itself cannot properly be called a prejudice. It is of the utmost 
importance to make the necessity of this presupposition 
entirely clear. It may help us if in this connection we con¬ 
sider a certain alternative to this position which recognizes, 
at least partially, the irrefutable character of this presupposition. 

It is the idea of many that wholeness may be sought at the 
end rather than at the beginning of things, that the philosopher 
may still be a philosopher and make unity the terminus ad quern 
rather than the terminus a quo of thought and endeavour. 
Thus certain moderns even glory in the thought of a forcible 
imposition of order on a disorderly world, and find in philosophy 
scarcely more than an exciting adventure. 

Need it be said that such an idea is unintelligible when we 
try to think it out? One way of saying this is that it involves 
an ultimate dualism, a discord in the universe. But the charge 
of dualism no longer terrifies, perhaps because we have heard 
it so often that wc have lost the sense of its true import. It 
is quite another thing, however, to say that such an idea is 
nonsense.I But that is what it really is. For if the universe is 
made the subject of discourse, the question is not what it 
was^ nor what it will be, but what it is. If the universe is chaotic 
now, any order we may impose upon it docs not make it less 
chaotic in its essence, but even more so. For each new order 
we may create is itself a product of history, and thus becomes 
part of the historical temporal reality. As such it but adds 
to the variety and multiplicity of the world. The absolutizing 
of the historical and temporal categories finds its extreme 
consequence in the idea that “every increase of rationality 
is necessarily accompanied by a corresponding increase of 
historical chaos.” 

In ultimate metaphysical judgments, past, present, and 
future cannot be thus separated from each other. To say that 
the universe is chaotic in its essence now but may become 
orderly involves the same kind of contradiction—the same 
essential unintelligibility—as if one should say there has been 
progress but there is no progress now. If there is no progress 
now there never has been any real progress; for, as wc shall 

* The term nonsense is used throughout in the philosophical sense of the “un¬ 
meaning,” or non^sense. 
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see later, an intelligible concept of progress can be formed 
only within a system of values that embraces the whole. 
Judgments of this type are judgments of totality or they are 
nothing at all. 

The failure to recognize these obvious—I had almost said 
self-evident—things arises alike from a misunderstanding of 
the philosophical judgment of totality and of the nature of 
philosophical intelligibility. It is, perhaps, natural to suppose 
that judgments of totality arc but extensions of the generali¬ 
zations of common sense and science, hasty or careful as the 
case may be. Nothing is further from the truth. The meta¬ 
physical judgment of totality differs in toto from the general 
proposition of logic. If I say all is God, all is matter, the 
world is my idea, all is rational or beautiful, such judgments 
express not a universality abstracted from the things, but 
rather the expression in the form of concepts of our sense of 
totality. Many of the predicates we thus use may represent 
things that we must learn not to say about the world, but 
something we must say about it if the world is to have com¬ 
municable meaning. Ens est mum —being must be one in this 
metaphysical sense, for without this unity the application of 
all other predicates would be meaningless. The philosophical 
judgment of totality, as thus understood, is not the end but 
the beginning of philosophical intelligibility. 


V 


This, then, is the significance of the sense for totality charac¬ 
teristic of the philosopher. It is the lasting merit of the Kantian 
philosophy, despite its errors, to have made this finally clear. 
The ultimate object of our thought is not abstract being un¬ 
related to meaning and value, but meaning and value itself 
of which being is a form. Thought is not oriented towards 
absolute being, but towards absolutely valid values. The world 
in its totality, the “universe,” is an “Idea,” but an idea with¬ 
out which intelligible communication and interpretation are 
impossible. In other words, deeper than the “prejudice” in 
favour of totality is the prejudice in favour of meaning; the 
world is judged as totality precisely because without totality 
meaning is impossible. 
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This postulate—that the world necessarily has a meaning—^is 
a constant element in traditional philosophy. Precisely this 
postulate, however, the modernist continually turns into a 
prejudice. To ask after the meaning of the world is, according 
to Vaihinger, a question which has no meaning, and he quotes 
the phrase of Schiller: “Know thou that the noble mind reads 
greatness into life, does not seek it there.’’ Taken as an abstract 
proposition, this has a specious appearance of truth. But this 
appearance arises only if we separate structure and function 
in thought and knowledge, only if we divorce things which 
no man may, without unintelligibility, put asunder. It is, to 
be sure, a prejudice to seek in the universe such meanings as 
can come only by putting them there, but to read greatness 
and meaning into life unless we assume some greatness and 
meaning to be tliere, is the height of sophistication and inanity. 

The denial of meaning in the world is one of those denials 
which ultimately refute themselves. An application of this ancient 
principle of self-refutation has recently been made by Prince 
Troubetzkoy in a vivid and telling way.^ With true Russian 
frankness he admits that human life, as it merely unfolds 
before our eyes, reveals no meaning whatsoever. It is a 
meaningless circle, a movement from death unto death, 
attended througliout by suffering, and suffering, too, without 
apparent meaning or aim. I'he life of man in the modern 
State does not alter these conditions, but rather intensifies 
them. It repeats them in a more disastrous form and on a 
more extended scale. Nor does miturc reveal anything different. 
We receive an overwhelming impression of a reign of non¬ 
sense, of no-meaning, an impression which becomes appalling 
in virtue of the suffering involved. Progress is an illusion, since 
every advance inevitably returns to the point of departure and 
ends in death. 

Yet that a meaningless world is not tlie final truth is clearly 
indicated, he believes, by the fact that we consciously recognize 
its nonsense and condemn it as evil. The discovery of nonsense 
in the world would not have been possible to us unless wc 
were aware of a meaning in life which we perceive to be 
contradicted by the senseless spectacle before us. Were we 

» Prince Eugene Troubetzkoy, “The Reign of Nonsense in the World, in the 
State, and in Human Life,” The Hibbert Journal^ vol. xvi, p. 117 flf. 
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merely the victims of the vicious circle of existence we would 
neither recognize it as vicious nor lament our condition as 
victims. But we recognize its viciousness, we do lament our 
condition, and this clearly proves the presence of some element 
in our nature which is above the reign of nonsense and 
opposed to it. Let us, then, follow up the clue afforded by this 
attitude of condemnation in which w#" view the senseless 
revolutions of the natural world. IMay ii not be that man, 
“in becoming the judge of a natural world, declares himself 
at the same time the prophet of a better”? 

I am not concerned here with this particular form of an 
ancient argument. For my own part I do not admit with tlie 
pessimist that human life, as it unfolds before our eyes, reveals 
no meaning -that it is a meaningless circle, a movement merely 
from death unto death, without apparent meaning or aim. 
What I do hold is that, even if this were the case^ the logic of this 
ancient argument is unanswerable. He who says there is no 
meaning in the world is asserting a self-refuting fjroposition 
in the sense in which we have defined the term. For the very 
values in terms of which he condemns the world as meaning¬ 
less arc already in the world in some sense. He who says we 
do not find meaning in the world but put it there is talking 
nonsense. For we arc in the world and our meanings are 
already part of that world. In what sense we may say that 
these meanings and values are “in the world” is, indeed, one 
of the root problems of philosophy, as we shall see later. 
Enough for our present purpose that they arc tlicre, and he 
who denies it has in that very denial assumed them to be 
there. If he did not acknowledge meaning there would be 
no point in its denial, for the question would not be raised at 
all. One thing we may assert unhesitatingiy: when it is said that 
the mind reads meaning into the world, docs not find it there, 
such a statement can only mean, if it has meaning at all, the 
world in some narrow and “prejudiced” conception of the 
world. Otherwise the proposition is nonsense. 

In all this impression of nonsense and its condemnation as 
evil we are then, we must admit with Troubetzkoy, taking 
but a partial point of view. Our time experience, which we 
follow in the aforesaid estimate of reality, is “unilateral,” and 
needs to be supplemented and crossed by another line of 
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inquiry. When we free ourselves from the temporal prejudice 
—the belief that meaning can be found in the time-process 
alone—and seek it in a timeless order of values which alone 
gives the time-process significance, we shall find the real source 
of our condemnation and the inspiration of our hope. With 
all this I agree, and recognize in the problem of the relation 
of meaning and value to time the root question of philosophy. 
With this question we shall attempt to deal in its proper place.^ 
Here I wish merely to emphasize the character of this argument 
from self-refutation, as deathless as it is ageless. 


VI 

He who says that the assumptions of totality and meaning 
in philosophy are prejudices writes himself down, it should 
now be abundantly clear, as one who has not yet learned to 
distinguish between prejudices and necessary presuppositions. 
Prejudgments, in one sense of the word, they certainly are, 
but only in the sense that they are primal judgments, Grundur- 
teile, without which all interpretation and communication are 
impossible. The objects of these judgments cannot be said to 
exist in any intelligible sense of that word, but they must be 
acknowledged if any judgments of existence arc to be cither 
valid or even intelligible.- 

The nature of meaning, “the meaning of meaning,’' has 
become one of the central problems of present-day philo¬ 
sophical discussion. The symposiums upon this most subtle 
and sublimated question arc in no sense the result of accident, 
but were the predestined goal of the discussions initiated by 
the developments of modernism. The inability of pragmatist, 
idealist, and new realist to make themselves intelligible to 
each other on this question is one of the most enlightening 
features of this discussion. The ludicrous effect of the attempts 
to apply so-called “scientific method” to an idea that is 
beyond all science is one of the few rewards for conscientious 

* See Chapter VII, especially Section VI. 

* The meaning of “exist” will be developed in later sections of this chapter. 
Here our point is merely that objects of “acknowledgment” are elements in the 
interpretation of our world even if they do not “exist” in the world. 
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following of the debate. With certain of these specific problems 
in connection with meaning we shall be concerned in other 
connections.^ Here we are Interested only in the great out¬ 
lines of our general problem. One thing emerges from all this 
debate with a certain definiteness. Back of the concept of meaning 
lies the concept of valiie^ and the two concepts cannot be separated. 
Following the thread of cur thought we are led still more 
deeply into the hinterland of philosophical prejudice—from 
the prejudice in favour of meaning to the prejudice in favour 
of value. 

‘‘The direct acceptance of things as having significance and 
value is,” it is held by the modern idealist, “the characteristic 
mark of idealism as found in the great systems.”- It is my 
contention that it is the premise of the entire Great Tradition, 
and that this tradition is above the opposition of realism and 
idealism. ‘The identity of value and reality” is, indeed, “the 
great venture to which idealism is committed,” but it is the 
venture also to which all thinking which follows the natural 
bent of the intellect is committed, for the intellect is oriented 
towards value. The prejudice in favour of value, if it be a 
prejudice, is a prejudice of all philosophizing on the grand 
scale. 

“It is contradictory to separate value and reality,” the 
modern idealist continues, and since the “axiom” of the 
identity of the two underlies all valid philosophizing, idealism, 
which rests upon this axiom, must be maintained. Whether 
idealism, in any exclusive sense of the word, results from the 
acceptance of this axiom, remains to be seen. The modern 
idealist is assuredly right in insisting that only contradiction 
results from its denial. “Whoever contends against it is,” as 
Royce loved to say, “already its victim.” “He is undertaking 
to determine by his oWn rational ideals what the real world 
genuinely is, how it ought to be conceived. By virtue of this 
very reasoning he confesses that the question, ‘How ought 
I to conceive the real?’ is logically prior to the question, 
What is the real itself? . . . the ought is prior in nature to 
the real; or the proposition, I ought to think so, is prior to 

* Especially Chapter V. 

» J. E. Creighton, “Two Types of Idealism,” Philosophical Review, vol. xxvi, 
No. 5. 
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the proposition, this is so/^* So sure of the finality of this 
argument from self-refutation is Royce that he is “fond of 
hearing men formulate a condemnation of idealism. The more 
definitely they formulate their condemnation the more ex¬ 
plicitly do they define their world as an expression of their 
own ideal regarding the way in which it is rational to think 
the world. Their voice is the voice of idealism, however they 
may attempt to disguise it.” 

Final the argument certainly is, in so far at least as the 
inseparability of value and reality is concerned. That must 
be clear, I think, to anyone who has come to understand the 
nature of the argument from self-refutation. This validity is, 
of course, denied. But its apparent cogency is recognized even 
by those who ultimately seek to escape it. The argument has 
even been dignified by one of its opponents by the name 
of the “Value-centric Predicament.” The predicament, or 
apparent predicament, in which the human mind finds itself, 
according to Spaulding, is precisely this confession which, 
Royce maintains, the realist “by virtue of his very reasoning” 
must make, that the question, ‘How ought I to conceive the 
real?’ is prior to the question, ‘What is the real itself?’ In 
other words, in the very moment that he denies the ideal of 
knowledge of the idealist he does so by virtue of his assertion 
of another ideal, in which the prejudice in favour of value is 
equally necessarily implied. Can this prejudice, and the 
predicament it causes, be escaped, as Spaulding believes?^ 
The development of the “value-centric” predicament out 
of the much-discussed ego-centric predicament is itself an 
interesting commentary upon the most recent developments 
of philosophic thought. It is now generally recognized, at 
least by modern idealists, that the nerve of modern idealism 
is not to be found in the ego-centric predicament, and that 
to continue to exploit this is to labour dead issues. The formula, 
“the world is my idea,” is after all merely an illegitimate 
inference from the axiom of the identity of value and reality, 
and can be abandoned without affecting the essence of idealism 
in the least. If there is any axiom of thought from which 
idealistic inferences are to be drawn it is rather that the 

* J. Royce, Lectures on Modern Idealism, p. 237. 

’ E. G. Spaulding, The New Rationalism, 1918, pp. 206 ff. 
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separation of value and reality is contradictory. It is this 
more fundamental predicament that Spaulding denies. 

Now, there is one way of describing this situation which is 
little less than caricature. According to certain clever, though 
superficial, thinkers, there is “one judgment” which, accord¬ 
ing to traditional philosophy, everyone is supposed to make— 
namely, that “the universe must satisfy us.” Having accepted 
this judgment as true, the task of philosophy is to discover 
what kind of a universe will satisfy us. When this has been 
done philosophy has merely to add the footnote: “The 
universe, ultimate reality, has such and such a character.” 
Now, such a judgment, it is held, is pure prejudice, “an 
assumption philosophy is by no means compelled to make.” 
Reality must satisfy us? Who says that we must find a com¬ 
plete satisfaction for all our needs? Besides, every endeavour 
to represent a complete satisfaction always involves a certain 
selection from among our needs, a selection the justification 
of which is indemonstrable, and into which of necessity pre¬ 
judices individual and racial arc bound to enter. Surely this, 
ihen, is an assumption philosophy is by no means compelled 
to make. One may hold the pious opinion that the universe 
must satisfy us, but who would venture to say that the opposite 
involves a contradiction? 

But this is merely a caricature of the view we are considering 
and need not detain us over-long. The value-centric predica¬ 
ment, if there be one, is far different. For, let us suppose we 
accept the standpoint of “ethical neutrality” as represented 
by those who have drawn this caricature—the standpoint, let 
us say, which finds its classical ( 5 xprcssion in tiic famous maxim 
of Spinoza: 'Weque ridere, neqtie Jlere^ necdeterstari^ sed inlelligere,^^ 
Even, then, we have acknowledged a value. Our philosophy 
is shot through with a pathos all its own. We may avoid the 
prejudices, the moral evaluations involved in smiling, detesting, 
or lamenting reality, but how shall we avoid the valuation 
involved in their repression? How shall we avoid the prejudice 
involved in the exclusive evaluation of truth? It is here, in 
the very denial of the postulate of value, that he who denies 
refutes himself. 

But this predicament is, Spaulding insists, no predicament. 
It is true, he admits, that after I have eliminated all values 
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there is still the value of truth which I desire and acknowledge, 
and this can never be eliminated. But from this relation we 
cannot infer the dependence of truth upon that value. But 
is not this to miss the point of the whole argument? Is it 
not to misinterpret the nature of the argument from self¬ 
refutation as we have come to understand it? The argument 
is not that the truth of a judgment depends upon my desire 
for the truth. To argue thus would be to fall back upon that 
assumption which, as we have seen, “we are not compelled 
to make.” More than one modernist has not hesitated, with 
Nietzsche, to speak of the prejudice in favour of truth. It 
does not mean even that the truth of a judgment depends 
upon the acknowledgment of an over-individual demand. 
It is, rather, that the very distinctions between truth and falsity, 
between appearance and reality themselves, depend upon 
certain ideals or norms of truth and reality. Every judgment 
that something exists presupposes the meaning of it as true. 
It is because meaning lies above all being, and because meaning 
is inseparable from value, that the value-centric predicament 
cannot be escaped. 

All this will become clearer when we consider the prejudice 
in favour of reality itself in the following section, and still 
more when we take up the question of logical values in the 
next chapter. We may, however, with advantage anticipate 
one point by way of illustration. If, for instance, with the 
realist, I take the independence of the object of knowledge 
as the criterion of the real, and of bona-fide logic as the 
ultimate science of the real, I have already thereby acknow¬ 
ledged independence as a value. Otherwise my distinction 
between genuine knowledge and bona-fide logic, as contrasted 
with other knowledge and other logics, is meaningless. 
Similarly, if I take as my criterion of genuine knowledge, 
and therefore as the axiom of logic, coherence, I have 
thereby equally acknowledged coherence as an ultimate 
value. 

It must be evident, I think, that the “prejudice” in favour 
of value, and the predicament occasioned by it, are a pre¬ 
judice and a predicament that cannot be escaped. They are 
inherent in the philosophical attitude as such. If we admit 
the concept of logical values, and, as we shall see in the 
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following chapter, that concept cannot be escaped, certain 
logical values must be acknowledged if there is to be "‘mean¬ 
ing,” if there is to be intelligible communication. 


VII 

The essence of the Great Trad‘lion is the recognition, 
consciously or unconsciously, that intellect is oriented towards 
significance and value. This is the natural bent of the human 
reason, and in following this natural meiaphysic the great 
ideas of perennial philosophy have been developed. It is of 
the utmost importance that this orientation ol intellect towards 
value should be understood. Moreover, it is only by under¬ 
standing t^'is that we shall also understand the last and most 
fundamental presupposition of traditional thought—the pre¬ 
judice in favour of ultimate reality or of an ens realissimum. 
It is, we saw, the denial of this "'prejudice” that constitutes 
one of the distinctive notes of modernism. It is in a sense, 
therefore, to the examination of this, the philosophical pre¬ 
judice par excellence^ that the discussions of this entire chapter 
have all been leading up. 

The ideal of a real world that constitutes the goal of thought, 
one to which a well-trodden path leads, is, as we have seen, 
a constant presupposition of traditional thought. We may 
call it the ontological prejudice. It is, of course, obvious tliat this 
prejudice is bound up with the other so-called prejudices in 
favour of totality and of meaning and value. Together they 
all form part of that inborn* system of ( oncepts, or philo¬ 
sophical errors if you will, which form ihc structural elements 
of perennial philosophy. But this ideal represents assumptions 
or postulates which many modernists feel philosophy is by 
no means compelled to make. This is felt to be pre-eminently 
the case in regard to the ontological prejudice. For one thing, 
a genetic study of the intellect itself may show us how relative 
and wholly pragmatic our conceptions of reality are. It may 
show us that there is no reason, except that of a very obstinate 
prejudice, why the meaning of knowledge should not lie 
wholly in activity and not in fruition, why the universe 
should not ultimately be “unfinished,” and why the onto- 

£ 
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logical prejudice itself should not be completely abandoned. 
On the other hand, others point out that an impartial 
examination of “objects,” Gegenstande in the broadest sense 
of the word, may make it clear to us that the object of know¬ 
ledge is not necessarily existence or “reality,” and that, therefore, 
the idea of reality as the exclusive goal of thought or knowledge 
may easily be a prejudice. In general, this prejudice in favour 
of reality, while, perhaps, part of the natural bent of the intel¬ 
lect, and as such an idea that has acquired the sanctity of 
the centuries, is, nevertheless, one that a more sophisticated 
understanding enables us to transcend. 

It is for reasons such as these that the problem of the nature 
and meaning of the ontological predicates has attained such 
importance in recent philosophical discussion. It is because 
of a certain impartial attitude, resulting alike from genetic 
and pragmatic motives and from purely phenomenological 
analysis, that a revaluation of the traditional ontological 
“prejudice” has been characteristic of so much of modernist 
thought. Let us examine this attitude more closely. 

The prejudice in favour of an ultimate reality is, as I have 
said, closely bound up with the prejudice in favour of totality. 
The same compulsion makes us seek both unity and the ens 
realissimum. Accordingly, when we speak of the real w’orld 
we naturally think that “totality” and “reality” arc inter¬ 
changeable terms, that the real world and the universe are the 
same. But this is precisely what the modern mind finds itself 
compelled to deny, and the denial rests upon the recognition 
of certain facts which all must admit in principle^ however 
differently they may be interpreted. 

Everything that is, we should naturally argue, exists, and 
everything that exists must be real. Little reflection is neces¬ 
sary, however, to make us realize that this cannot be quite 
as it appears. The predicate “real” has inevitably the meaning 
of suggesting a contrast with something unreal, which, how¬ 
ever we may understand that tenn, must, nevertheless, fall 
within the universe, which by hypothesis included everything. 
Thus the real world contains less than the universe, and from 
the impartial point of view preoccupation with this world 
must inevitably involve a prejudice. It is this prejudice, the 
prejudice in favour of existence, of actuality or of reality, 
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whatever terms we may use, that we must seek first to 
understand* 

To the ordinary mind tlic very idea that the preference for 
the real is a prejudice must seem but a paradox, and with 
that judgment the present writer must agree. It is a paradox, 
moreover, of which the consequences, when thought out, can 
lead only to complete self-refutation and unintelJigibility. A 
way out of this paradox must be found for modern thought, 
otherwise it will find itself in a complete impasse. But first let 
us see the element of truth in this prejudicel^ss attitude of 
modernism. 

The impartial attitude is well iihistrated by an interesting 
discussion of Meinong in which he examines what he calls 
the “natuial prejudice in favour of the actual.” A natural 
prejudice in favour of existing objects {Vonirteil zu Gunsten des 
Wircklichen) has, he holds, led us to ignore the importance for 
thought and knowledge of objects that merely subsist, that 
do not and cannot have existence. There is, he holds, un¬ 
questionably, knowledge of that which does not exist—and 
very important knowledge too, e.g. in mathematics. It is, 
indeed, chiefly owing to this prejudice—which identifies all 
being with existence—that epistemological idealism (mentalism) 
has arisen, and with it the impossible conception of existence 
for mind. There is unquestionably knowledge of the non¬ 
existent, as in mathematics, and since something known does 
not exist outside us, it must exist in our minds as thought. 
Were our knowledge wholly of existents, such a conception 
as that of mentalism could never have arisen. How far Meinong 
carries his impartiality is well known. Among the Gegenstande 
in the universe are not only various objects of ‘‘assumption,” 
such as objects of imagination, but also impossible objects. 
All these are in the broadest sense of the term, subsist in the 
universe. 

To this it is, indeed, possible to object that we ought not 
to say that the objects of mathematics do not exist but only 
subsist, or that we ought not to ascribe to impossible objects 
any kind of being at all. But such objections only serve to 
bring out the point we had in mind in using this illustration. 
The only point of view from which one may insist on the 
existence of mathematical objects is on the basis of the 
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acknowledgment of their meaning and importance. To say 
that we ought not to ascribe being to objects of the imagina¬ 
tion or impossible objects means that wc do not acknowledge 
their meaning and importance. From a wholly impartial point 
of view all are in the universe in some sense. In any case, 
different meanings of reality are admitted, and any identifica¬ 
tion of reality with one of these meanings, as, for example, 
the actual^ involves a prejudice. 

Next to the prejudice in favour of the actual and the sensible, 
that which has the widest influence, perhaps, is the prejudice 
in favour of the “permanent.’’ Indeed, the prejudice in favour 
of the sensible is “natural” only in the sense that it exists 
easily side by side with other evaluations equally primal. 
Physical science and moral reflection alike contribute their 
share to disabusing common sense of its prejudice in favour 
of the sensible, and it is not difficult to get the plain man to 
acknowledge the existence or reality in some sense of moral 
principles and scientific law. “Deep down somewhere,” writes 
Mr. Frederick Soddy, “the ultimate test of reality appears 
to be the law of conservation. Does the soul exist? Tf so, it 
must be immortal. Is matter real or a mere impression of the 
mind? It cannot be created or destroyed, and therefore has 
an existence apart from the mind. Lastly, has energy a specific 
existence? Or is it merely a convenient abstraction? Energy 
is conserved like matter, and therefore obeys the test of 
objective existence . . 

Yet to the typical modernists this is also pure prejudice. 
“I believe this to be a sheer mistake,” writes Mr. Bertrand 
Russell. “The persistent particles of mathematical physics,” 
he continues, “I regard as logical constructions, symbolic 
fictions, enabling us to express compendiously very compli¬ 
cated assemblages of fact.”^ Mr. R. -B. Perry subsumes this 
“prejudice” under one of the most serious speculative errors 
of thought, namely, that tendency “to apply to reality as a 
whole certain concepts of science which satisfy thought’s 
peculiar bias for identity and permanence .”3 

It is not necessary for our present purposes to enter into 

^ Frederick Soddy, Matter and Energy (Home University Library), p. 41, 

^ Bertrand Russell, Mysticism and Logic, p. 128. 

3 R. B. Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencies. 
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this particular debate. Nor is it necessary to emphasize the 
transvaluation of all natural metaphysical values involved in 
a dictum such as that of Bergson’s, “to be is to change.” 
That the “prejudice in favour of the permanent” is wholly a 
prejudice, and that it arises wholly out of a peculiar bias of 
science, we may well doubt. If there is bias here we shall 
find it rather bound up ultimately with the very conditions 
of intelligible philosophical discourse. Enough for the moment 
to note these two completely contrasting definitions of the 
real, and the fact that each is, from the standpoint of the 
opposing point of view, held to involve a prejudice. 

We are concerned here merely with enumerating certain 
different and contrasting definitions of the real, all of which 
from one point of view or another are considered to involve 
prejudices. Of such contrasting definitions, conceptions which 
have played important parts in the history of philosophic 
thought, I will note only two more, but these again of great 
significance. These are the conceptions of the real as that 
which is related^ and of the real as that which is independent of 
relations. 

The importance of these two conceptions or definitions of 
the real lies in the fact that, unlike those already examined, 
they purport to be, not merely natural and instinctive con¬ 
ceptions or intuitions, but logical conceptions or definitions. 
In the case of both, logic is assumed to be the “ultimate science 
of that which is,” and that which logic seems to demand as 
the nature of the real is what reality ultimately is. In both 
cases, moreover, the protagonists of these two conceptions, 
the idealistic and realistic logics respectively, appeal to the 
principle of self-refutation, of intelligibility, as their ultimate 
argument. For each the opposite conception involves a self- 
contradiction. In the following chapter we shall examine 
these two “logics” in connection with the entire question of 
the nature and role of logic in philosophy. Here we have 
merely to record the fact of these two contrasting definitions 
of the real, and the further fact that both have been reached 
in the attempt to get beyond certain instinctive prejudices. 
That each position involves an element of prejudice is claimed 
by its adversary. As Royce, for instance, claims that the 
realist’s position can be maintained only by an appeal to 
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natural instinctive and social motives, so Holt and others 
insist that the idealist makes his point by appeal to extra- 
logical motives. Both, I believe, are right, and the reasons for 
my belief I shall develop in the next chapter. For my part, 
I can scarcely doubt that the exclusive identification of the 
meaning of reality with one of these conceptions involves a 
prejudice. Otherwise philosophical discussion would not have, 
for the past one hundred and fifty years, revolved so con¬ 
tinually about this question—a discussion which has given rise 
to ‘‘an almost agonized question whether some standpoint 
in philosophy cannot be found which will do away for ever 
with the unfruitful controversy which idealism and realism 
feel obliged to carry on regarding the meaning of reality.” 
Just what that element of prejudice is we may leave undeter¬ 
mined until we have gone into the nature of logic itself, and 
into the question of its power by itself to detennine the nature 
of reality. 

In any case, our problem here is merely that of attempting 
to understand the impartial attitude towards the ontological 
predicates. From this point of view^ it seems clear that some 
element of prejudice docs enter into all of these metaphysical 
positions. The different and often contrasting definitions of 
the real which we have examined seem to indicate this. If, 
therefore, impartiality here means nothing more than the 
abandonment of particular ontological prejudices—in other 
words, the prejudices of the sectarians in philosophy—it can 
only be welcome to the magnanimous philosopher. But radical 
modernism often means a great deal more than this. It 
involves in many cases the abandonment of the whole idea 
of finality and the acceptance of an ideal of philosophical 
activity without goal and without end—the denial of the 
entire notion of an ens realissimtim. In so far as it means the 
latter, it involves a transvaluation of all metaphysical values 
which it is impossible for the human mind really to conceive, 
much less to carry out. It is of the utmost importance, there¬ 
fore, to distinguish if possible between ontological prejudices and 
the presupposition of ultimate reality as such. 

We may, perhaps, begin this task best by again considering 
one of these particular prejudices, the prejudice in favour of the 
actual. This prejudice finds its expression in the identification 
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of the two concepts of '^reality” and “existence/’ for the 
actual is equivalent to existence, and existence is equated 
with position in space and time. Now, who that recognizes 
the great world of objects that have value for knowledge and 
meaning for life, but which arc “non-existent” objects in the 
sense defined, does not find it a vulgar prejudice to deny 
these objects reality because the) do not exist in the sense 
defined? When faced with this situation the philosopher may 
take either one of two possible courses. He may follow what 
he is pleased to call the “persistent usage of common sense” 
and continue to treat reality and existence as synonymous, 
or he may follow what has been the practice of the main body 
of philosophical tradition and distinguish between them. In 
the former case he will find himself, I think, in a very serious 
predicament; in the latter case he will be compelled to make 
precisely the distinction between the particular ontological 
prejudices and the presupposition of reality uherhaupt for which 
we have been contending. 

Let us consider the first alternative. Suppose the philosopher 
takes the terms “existence” and “reality” as synonymous. He 
will then find himself compelled cither to exclude from the 
world of reality innumerable objects of human experience, the 
acknowledgment of the reality of which is the condition of 
intelligible discourse; or acknowledging them as real—and 
still continuing to identify reality with existence—to apply 
the term “existence” to them. In the first case, while he may, 
perhaps, be said to follow common sense in one of its moods, 
he will certainly find himself out of harmony with all that is 
characteristic of the sensus communis on what I may describe 
as its higher levels of spiritual communication. For nothing 
is more certain, I think, than that there are many “things” 
which the plain man feels to be real, but which also belong 
to a “transcendental, ideal” world, in the sense that they 
cannot be defined in terms of space and time, and are com¬ 
municable only in a non-spatial and non-temporal idiom.* 

> In his admirable work, The Ways of Knowings Professor W. P. Montague says 
in a note on page 295: “In view of the universal and persistent usage of common 
sense, according to which reality and existence arc treated as synonymous, it 
seems to me inadvisable to difierentiate between them, as some authors have 
done, by restricting the term ‘existence* to the concrete things which alone 
can be said to occupy positions.” I doubt whether this is the deliverance of 
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If, however, he retains these objects as real^ he must then apply 
the predicate “existence” to them. In this case, the difficulties 
are of another order. He will inevitably so broaden the mean¬ 
ing of the word “exist” as to render it unfit for the specific 
contexts for which it was made and in which it is primarily 
and properly usable.^ 

This dilemma is, I think, inescapable for anyone who 
persists in identifying the notion of reality with that of exis¬ 
tence. It is a predicament everywhere present in modern 
thought, and gives rise to the most extraordinary forms of 
sophistication, some of which wc shall presently examine. 
But the philosopher is under no compulsion to treat existence 
and reality as synonymous. Following the main line of tradi¬ 
tional thought, he may recognize that the category of existence 
by itself—bare or mere existence—is not adequate for the 
purposes of philosophy, for the very good reason that it is 
not adequate for the purpose of intelligible human discourse. 
He will, indeed, realize that this identification is the result of 
a natural prejudice—in favour of the actual—but one which 
the genesis of that prejudice enables us both to understand 
and to transcend. 

I have indicated the difficulties which arise when one makes 
reality synonymous with the actual. Similar difliculties attend 
the identification of reality with any of the particular onto¬ 
logical prejudices, such as, for instance, the prejudice in favour 
of the permanent, or the prejudice in favour of the changing. 
Each represents the relative aspects of the real, and each receives 
its own special emphasis in different moods, but to make any 
one of them absolute is to exclude other meanings of reality, 
the acknowledgment of which is necessary for intelligible 
human discourse. It was the recognition of just this situation, 
of the element of prejudice in all the varied and contrasting 
definitions of the real, which led to the impartial attitude in 
modernism—and ultimately to the abandonment of the onto¬ 
logical standpoint as such, or the ideal of the ens realissimum. With 
this we are brought back to the main problem of this discussion. 

common sense, and the reasons for this view will appear in the chapter on 
“Space, Time, and Value.” In any case, I doubt whether we can make our 
ontological meanings intelligible without this distinction. 

* This point is further discussed in Chapter IV, pp. 150 fi*. 
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I have already said that the denial of this presupposition 
is a pure paradox, and one, moreover, the consequences of 
which, when thought out, can lead only to self-refutation and 
complete unintelligibility; that a way out of this paradox 
must be found, otherwise modern thought will find itself in 
a complete impasse, I shall now attempt to make clear what 
seems to me to be the only way out, namely, the recognition 
of the value character of the predicate of reality. But first let us 
see the element of paradox and of sell-refutation in the notion. 

Now it is doubtless, as we have seen, a prejudice that leads 
us to identify “reality” exclusively with the actual or the 
existent. It is similarly a prejudice that leads the Platonist to 
identify reality exclusively with changeless essences. Both 
arise out of exclusive and morbid evaluations of one aspect 
of reality. I may well charge a thinker with a prejudice in 
favour of any such exclusive concept of reality—in favour of 
the sensible, the permanent, the related, or what not—but to 
charge him with a prejudice in favour of reality as against 
unreality would seem to be an inanity possible only to a 
philosopher at his wits’ end. If I seek to overcome his prejudice 
in favour of merely existing objects I thereby assume, unless 
I am guilty of just this inanity, that the non-existent objects 
are real in some sense. If I seek, as Bergson does, to overcome 
his prejudice in favour of the permanent and unchanging, 

I thereby assume that the changing is the ultimately real. 
And so on throughout the entire range of possible definitions 
of the real. In short, the concept of ultimate reality, with its 
correlative unreality, is not merely a practical concept, and 
as such, from the point of view of impartial theory, a prejudice 
or an illusion. It is rather the a priori of intelligible thought 
and of meaningful discourse. 

Is this merely verbal dialectic? It will doubtless appear so 
to some. If so, it simply means that intelligible philosophic 
thought is ultimately dialectic. Certainly it has all the cogency 
of any valid application of the argument from self-refutation. 
Assuming a world of rational, intelligible discourse, the pre¬ 
supposition of ultimate reality is part of that world. The 
proposition which denies that reality does not refute itself, 
but he who makes the proposition refutes himself if thereby 
he means to convey an intelligible meaning. The nature of 
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the argument is indicated by the eternal protest of the human 
spirit against all those sophisticated philosophies which pro¬ 
pose the inanity of interest in the unreal, especially those 
which speak of valuable objects that arc unreal and of 
illusions that arc “valuable as essence but valueless as reality.” 

The sophistication of modernist thought, which we have 
found to be its most constant character, reaches its highest 
perversity at this point, and vitiates many forms of modern 
philosophy. “The world of universals,” says Russell, “is 
delightful to all those who love perfection more than life.” 
In this there is, perhaps, an clement of “private endearment,” 
and it would, indeed, be a prejudice to identify reality wholly 
with this world, but surely it is sheer perversity to say that 
interest in this aspect of being is merely “an afiinity which 
the human mind may develop for certain provinces of essence.” 
Their value presupposes their reality. To say, with Vailiinger, 
that it is precisely the tragedy of thought that the most valu¬ 
able things have no value as reality would be, indeed, to 
enunciate the perfection of tragedy if it were not rather the 
perfection of nonsense. Yet it is just such meaningless colloca¬ 
tions of words that one finds everywhere in modernist philo¬ 
sophy; it is one phase of a general impasse in thought to which 
it has been slowly but surely coming. 

But this is not all. If the preceding argument is sound 
further consequences follow from it, as important as they are 
obvious. The so-called prejudice in favour of reality is, indeed, 
no prejudice, as we have seen, but a necessary presupposition 
of intelligible discourse. The ideal of an ens realissimum can 
never be eliminated from philosophical activity without 
making that activity wholly meaningless. But this ideal is itself 
intelligible only when it is realized that value and reality are 
inseparable concepts. The value character of the ontological 
predicates follows necessarily. The recognition that the very 
givenness of objects and their existence involves valuation is, 
as Miinsterberg has said, the first step towards a general theory 
of value; but it is equally true that it is the first step towards 
any satisfactory theory of the ontological predicates. 

The question, “What is the real?” wc now recognize is a 
futile question if being is abstracted from value. If we identify 
reality with being in the widest sense, we can answer the 



PREJUDICES OF THE PHILOSOPHER 75 

question only by saying that the real is everything. Reality, 
being, in this sense, is, inde%^d, the most ultimate category of 
thought, but it is also the most meaningless. In order to give 
any meaning to our ontological predicates it becomes necessary 
for us to make within the general category of being certain 
distinctions, between appearance and reaHt\, between reality 
and unreality, and between different kinds of being. When 
we judge anything to be real or unreal we are not opposing 
a general class of unreal things to real things, but are com¬ 
paring one particular reality with another, from which it ought 
to be, but in a certain judgment has not been, distinguished. 
But this demand for distinction is meaningless except as it 
presupposes distinctions of value and their acknowledgment. 
To separate reality from value becomes contradictory. It is 
at this point that the intrinsic relation of value to reality 
appears. For an ultimate reflection reality and value must be 
identical (or at least inseparably related), since the highest 
object of reflection is just the full ground and meaning of our 
judgments of reality. It is here, also, that we see why none of 
the traditional philosophies has been without the notion of 
degrees of reality in some form, why the notion of an eiis 
realissimum, or of “metaphysical perfection,’’ as Leibniz calls 
it, is part of the inherent structure of traditional thought. 

The futility of trying to answer the question, “What is the 
real?’’ if being is abstracted from value, is increasingly recog¬ 
nized in modern thought. The impartiality of modernism, of 
which we have spoken, is partly a recognition of this fact. This 
has found expression recently-in a suggestive and interesting 
argument for what is called Ontological Liberalism.^ 

This ontological liberalism is the outgrowth of that other 
line of thought which we have described as the genetic account 
of the ontological predicates. The argument up to a point is 
not notably different from that of the preceding pages. The 
attempt is made, and I think successfully, to show that every 
judgment of reality is a valuation, and that every definition 
of reality is from the point of view" of some purpose. The 
consequences drawn lead to pure relativism. By some it is 

* I am indebted for this term to Professor G. J. Ducasse, whose very suggestive 
article, ‘*A Liberalistic View of Truth,’* appeared in the Philosophical Review^ 
vol. xxxiv, No, 6. 
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thought to be entirely hopeless to bring any order or system 
into our ontological predicates. Others would say, one con¬ 
ception of the real is true from one point of view, another 
from another, but which is the more true or more real they 
would say, as James said of the ontological predicates of 
common sense, science, and metaphysics, God only knows. It 
is this very value-character of the ontological predicates, as thus 
interpreted, that leads to relativism and ultimately to the 
denial of all finality to philosophy. 

Now, this ontological liberalism—which is, in any case, better 
and more understanding than ontological dogmatism—is true 
up to a point. But what is overlooked is that, if we accept the 
value-character of the theoretical, the value-character of the 
ontological predicates, precisely that fact—that they are values 
—implies their relation in a scale or system of values. The 
relativism of this point of view is based wholly, of course, on 
the assumption of the purely biological and psychological 
conception of values and the doctrine of subjectivism which 
results. Our own interpretation of the ontological predicates 
and their value-character must wait upon our study of the 
nature of value and its relation to existence and reality. Here 
we may simply note that there is another form of this onto¬ 
logical liberalism, that connected with the thought of Hegel, 
that does not involve relativism in this purely humanistic, 
psychological sense. 

It is the imperishable merit of Hegel that he finds the 
organon of philosophy in the history of the concepts of reality 
and truth. To him we owe the realization of the fact that the 
ontological predicates are meanings that depend foi their 
meaning on acknowledgment of values. His statement, for 
instance, that philosophic knowledge depends for its starting- 
point on the acknowledgment, Anerkennen^ of the different 
forms of truth and reality in the perceptual, ecsthetic, ethical, 
and logical consciousness is a complete expression of this 
liberalism. Hegel, it is true, never recognized the value- 
character of the ontological predicates explicitly, but his whole 
doctrine of degrees of reality presupposed it. It is clear that 
for him—and, indeed, for all traditional thought—reality, in 
the metaphysical sense, was not to be identified with any of the 
particular definitions of reality as determined by the specific 
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ontological prejudices. It can be found only in some ‘‘dialec¬ 
tical” combination or system of them all—as we should say 
nowadays—of values and validities. Any solution of the onto¬ 
logical problem must be, as Hegel saw, dialectical in the broadest 
sense of the term. 

For every one of these prejudices and defnitions of the real 
has a basis deep down somewhere in the processes of intelligible 
thought and its communication. Hegel’s entire treatment of 
the problem rests upon the recognition of this fact, and, as I 
think, on the recognition of the value-character of all onto¬ 
logical distinctions. The '‘absolute idea" as lie uses it is precisely 
the idea of reason as the system of meanings and values. 

But while it was Hegel’s merit to develop this organon, the 
fundamental insight upon which his developments proceed is as 
old as traditional philosophy itself. It is ordinarily supposed that 
the objective of perennial philosophy is pure being, i.c. being 
abstracted from value. I regard this as a profound and serious 
error, and one which the entire history of philosophy refutes. 
The great philosophers, it is true, have often thought of their 
philosophies as systems of existences or entities. In reality they 
have been much more systematic interpretations of meanings 
and values. For one thing, none of these philosophies has been 
without the conception of different orders of being and degrees 
of reality. Indeed, it will be one of our later tasks to show that 
in all the great philosophers the order of being, the scale of 
values—in short, the principle of system— has been fundamen¬ 
tally the same. However that may be, the principle of degrees 
of reality is present in all, and for none is being without 
hierarchical order. 

It is true that the ontological instinct has often misconceived 
itself, or at least expressed itself in faulty and inadequate terms. 
Plato, for instance, while recognizing value as the last and 
highest object of “science” in principle —even when speaking of 
the good or value as above or beyond all existence—forthwith 
turns value itself into a transcendent entity. For St. Thomas 
bonum et ens sunt idem, yet he continually treats being as prior 
because it is the first object of the intellect (in time) and the 
whole concept of value becomes secondary and adjectival. 
Substance becomes that which exists in and for itself. Yet, 
despite these apparent objections to our thesis, it will be found, 
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I think, that the true inwardness of perennial philosophy is 
to be found in the principle of the value-character of the 
theoretical. The inseparability of value and reality is con¬ 
sciously or unconsciously assumed by every thinker to whom 
the principle of an em realissimum is a fundamental presup¬ 
position of intelligible thought. In any case, it is only in this 
direction that any escape is to be found from the paradoxes 
to which modernism, with its extremes of ontological liberalism 
and licence, has brought us. The fuller development of this 
position is in part the substance of the chapters to come. 


VIII 

Traditional philosophy, as we said, is for the modernist 
a bundle of prejudices, a tissue of philosophical errors. The 
presuppositions with which the magnanimous philosophers 
have come to the interpretation of reality are held to be 
gratuitous assumptions which philosophy is by no means com¬ 
pelled to make. To these primary assumplions*—of totality, 
meaning, value, and ultimate reality—others are added which 
it will be our province to examine on later occasions. Thus 
there are, it is held, “three errors which ha\'e perpetually 
played into one another, and have begotten certain well-nigh 
inveterate habits of philosophical thought”—the errors of 
“speculative dogma,” with its idea of ultimate substance or 
cause, the error of pseudo-simplicity, and the error of indefinite 
potentiality. They are said to be characteristic of all substance 
and activistic philosophies.’^ All these so-called errors have 
entered into the very structure of the Great Tradition, and 
must be taken into account as we develop the main features 
of that tradition. Here we arc interested merely in evaluating 
the primary prejudices or assumptions, and we will close this 
chapter with a summary of our conclusions. 

It is our contention, in the first place, that, properly under¬ 
stood, these so-called prejudices are not prejudices, but pre¬ 
suppositions or assumptions that philosophy is compelled to 
make. Prejudices, we have fully recognized, enter into many 
of the formulations of these assumptions. We may demand a 

* See R. B. Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencies, pp. 64 ff. 
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unity, a meaning, a satisfaction in the universe which we have 
no right to demand. We may say things about the all of reality 
which we must learn not to say. Prejudices may enter into our 
definition of the real which beget exclusive and dogmatic 
systems. But criticism of these prejudices is possible, and when 
the work of criticism is done there remain these ultimate 
presuppositions that cannot be eliminated. 

These compulsions of philosophy are not logical in the 
abstract sense of the word. The postulates of totality, meaning, 
and value arc above all logics in this sens(‘, as they are above 
all ontologies. I.ogic itself, as we shall learn in the next chapter, 
however logic be conceived, itseli presupposes the acknow¬ 
ledgment of these meanings and values. It is, indeed, to logic 
the philosopher appeals in order to transcend his prejudices, 
but logic is itself not presuppositionlcss, a fact which is one of 
the first things that an enlightened philosophy must learn. No; 
the compulsions of philosophy with which we are here con¬ 
cerned arc ratlicr the necessary conditions of philosophical 
intelligibility as such. 

These compulsions cannot accordingly be associated with 
any particular school of philosophic thought. They have, 
indeed, been specifically acknowledged by the great idealisms, 
past and present. It is natural that modern idealists should 
identify them with idealism and draw the necessary exclusive 
inferences. Of none of the credit for its faithfulness to the Great 
Tradition should modern idealism be denied, but the fact 
remains that these premises of the Great Tradition are prior 
to, and above all, distinctions, of epistemological idealism and 
realism. This I hope to make abundantly clear in our study 
of the logics of these two positions in the next chapter. It is 
enough to say that they are compulsions acknowledged alike 
by Plato and Aristotle, by St. Anselm and St. Thomas, by 
Leibniz and Hegel. 

Philosophy is compelled to make these assumptions because 
without them there can be no intelligibility. The objective of 
philosophy is an intelligible world, the interpretation and 
communication of the meaning of our experience. Now, it is 
always possible abstractly to deny that the world need be 
intelligible. That there is a ‘‘world,” and that it necessarily 
has meaning, are assumptions or postulates that we may call 
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prejudices if we choose. But no one can deny the obligation 
of being intelligible. That cannot by any stretch of modern 
paradox be called a prejudice. No philosopher can deny these 
presuppositions without refuting himself, and thus as a philo¬ 
sopher becoming unintelligible. 

The study in detail of the meaning and conditions of 
philosophical intelligibility will engage our attention as we 
seek to develop the specific conceptions by means of which 
traditional thought has sought to achieve such intelligibility. 
Here we shall content ourselves with calling attention to a 
point without which this chapter would be incomplete. It is 
that intelligible communication itself is one of the presuppositions oj 
philosophical activity as such, or rather the ultimate presupposition. 

I have constantly insisted upon the principle of self-refutation 
properly understood, as the final means of distinguishing 
between prejudices and necessary presuppositions. Now, there 
is no such thing as self-refutation in a solipsistic world. A 
proposition does not refute itself; nor docs a thinker really 
refute himself, except as it is assumed that he seeks to convey 
an intelligible meaning. The assumption of intelligible com¬ 
munication as a necessary presupposition of philosophy is often 
conceived to be part of the idealistic philosophy alone. Nothing 
could be farther from the truth. Intelligible communication 
is presupposed by idealist and realist alike, and the only 
argument to which either in the last analysis can appeal to 
substantiate either his realism or his idealism is, as we shall 
see, an argumentum ad hominem. Communication is, moreover, 
not itself an object of knowledge and explanation, but is rather 
assumed in all knowledge and explanation. 

There are many, indeed, who refuse to accept this position 
as it has been assumed by traditional thought. But they are 
forced to accept it when it is presented in other terms. We 
must all “play the game” of thought, whether we be realists or 
idealists. Without mutual acknowledgment of certain pre¬ 
suppositions we must give up the game. It is, moreover, a 
fact that if we do not accept knowledge and thinking as a 
serious moral occupation of man, in which logic is the morality 
of that thinking, knowledge itself degenerates into play. Even 
as play it is, however, never a game of solitaire. 

The social character of all thinking is, to be sure, the first 
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step in the understanding of the fundamental character of the 
category of communication in philosophy. But it is a mistake 
to exaggerate that aspect. It was, for instance, a distinct dis¬ 
service to philosophy when Royco, under the influence of the 
psychologism of his time, tended to confuse problems of 
description with problems of validity. Uis over-emphasis of 
the social and the psychological bin, retarded the development 
of his brilliant treatment of communication in his later book, 
The Problem of Christianity. 

The whole tendency to reduce fom muni cation and meaning 
to scientific terms is due to a gross inisunderstanding. “There 
is no interchange between one and another in the scientific 
meaning of the term,” and the problem of intercourse is the 
problem of philosophy. Even when certain realists speak of 
the overlapping of minds, communication is not explained 
in any scientific causal way, but rather in a logical way, 
through a doctrine of relations. In either case the whole thing 
involves a vicious circle. It makes of communication a part of 
existence or being while the ontological predicates and distinc¬ 
tions themselves presuppose communication. It is precisely this 
reduction to unintelligibility of the whole category of communi¬ 
cation that a philosophy of validity and values seeks to avoid. 

To acknowledge these truths is, however, to see at once the 
larger significance of this entire chapter. The philosopher, as 
an ironical poet tells us in the quotation at the head of this 
chapter, remains of value in all ages, if for no other reason 
than that he constantly rediscovers the Selbstverstdndlichkeiten. 
The measure of culture, Emerson somewhere says, is the things 
taken for granted. The continuity of culture depends, how¬ 
ever, on constantly rediscovering these things anew. It is not 
different with philosophy, itself at once the condition and the 
highest sublimation of any culture. The things that must be 
taken for granted, the values, logical and a-logical, that must 
be acknowledged if there is to be intelligible thought and its 
communication—these have always been and must for ever be 
part of the preoccupation of the genuine philosopher. For the 
true lover of wisdom the irony of poet and scientist alike is but 
cause for quiet and judicious mirth. He knows that they are his 
brothers, and that when knowledge rises to wisdom, discourse 
to understanding, they must all acknowledge the same things. 

F 



CHAPTER III 


“GENUINE KNOWLEDGE” AND ^‘BONA-FIDE LOGIC” 
LOGIC, VALUE, AND REALITY 


Logik ist die Moral dcs Denkens. 


HerbART 


I’hc Spirit of logic is love and the spirit of value is logic. 

Bosan^^uet 


I 

The belief that logic is in some sense the ‘‘essence of philo¬ 
sophy” is as old as conscious philosopliy itself. It rests upon a 
fundamental preference (or shall we say prejudice?) of the 
human spirit, one of those unavoidable valuations which it is 
extraordinarily difficult for the mind to overcome. That mind 
is higher than body, reason higher than sense, that reason is 
godlike, and that reason and reality arc ultimately one—these 
are durable connections of ideas, to dissociate which means 
turning one’s back upon the natural bent of t!\inking itself. 

Against the keenest and most extravagant forms of this 
rationalism there has always been, it is true, a standing protest, 
A morbid evaluation of intellect has been charged against it. 
Feeling, intuition, and instinct have set up rival claims. 
Scepticism and a-logism celebrate temporary triumphs. But the 
victories are temporary, for they arc possible only by calling 
on logic itself. They claim to go beyond intelligence, but can 
do so only by calling on intelligence to justify them, and from 
this vicious circle they can find no exit except by some tour de 
force that thrusts the intelligence outside itself by an arbitrary 
act of will. A-logism, the appeal to instinct, feeling, intuition, 
life, or what not, is an essentially extra-philosophical standpoint. 
Such an appeal is always possible; it has always been made 
and always will be. But the appeal is to values that are non- 
philosophical. 

It is, for instance, often affirmed that genuine knowledge 
is attained only by sensation, intuition, the ineffable vision of 
the mystic, or what not other a-logical processes. But these 
affirmations and their corresponding negations are themselves 
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not the outcome of such processes, but of conceptual thinking 
the structure of which is logical. These judgments, moreover, 
however contradictory in themselves, always involve the 
acknowledgment of the universal character and absolute 
validity of the concepts they employ. Through them it is 
always possible to distinguish the logk j- form of knowledge, 
as represented by such affirmal^'ons, from the other forms, 
and the logical form of reflection is established as the essentially 
and fundamentally philosophical form. 

It is reasonably safe, then, to say tliat philosophy, to be 
philosop»hy, must be “intellectualistic.*’ The prejudice in 
favour of logic is no prejudice but a necessary presupposition 
of intelligible thought. In any case, this assumption is one of 
the premises of the Great Tradition. Ever since thought has 
become conscious of its own “natural movement” it has called 
that movement logic. 


II 

But when we have said this we have said about all that can 
be definitely said. In some sense logic must be ultimate. Yes, 
but in what sense? Logic is to be the means of getting beyond 
the prejudices of the philosophers; but what, pray, are the 
prejudices of logic? Logic is the essence of philosophy; but, 
we may well ask, “Which logic?” 

These questions cannot but strike the uninitiated with a 
shock, yet a little reflection ^shows that they arc very much in 
place. It is, first of all, just the charge that logic, with its 
exclusive claims, is based upon a prejudice that constitutes 
the position of anti-intcllectualism in gencial. “Why,” asks 
Nietzsche, “should an irrefutable assumption (upon which all 
logic, or rather all logics, rest) necessarily be true?” This ques¬ 
tion, he continues, “may exasperate the logicians, who limit the 
things according to the limitations they find in themselves, 
but I have long since declared war on this logicians’ optimism.” 
Behind all logic, he holds, and its apparent neutrality, there 
are certain valuations—for example, that the distinct is of 
more value than the indistinct, appearance of less value than 
the truth. Valuations of this sort, with all their regulative 
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importance for us, can, he holds, be only Vorgrund valuations. 
Moreover, it is, according to him, precisely the “poorest proved 
assumption in the world”—namely, that truth is more valuable 
than appearance—that constitutes the basis of all logic. It is 
really nothing more than a disguised moral prejudice. 

This heresy of the enfant terrible of modernism wc need not 
take too seriously. From his general position, however, that 
logic has certain Vorurteile^ there can be no dissent. Grundurteile 
there are, which underlie all logic, that can never be proved 
but only assumed, “logical values” which can be but acknow¬ 
ledged. The validity of the appeal to logic as a means of over¬ 
coming the prejudices of the philosophers depends entirely 
upon our estimation of the prejudices and presuppositions of 
logic itself. 

But the situation is further complicated. This appeal to 
logic raises the further question: What logic? But surely this 
is absurdity, it will be said. Is there not but one genuine, 
bona-fide logic? This logic may itself have its prejudices or 
presuppositions, but they at least arc ultimate and absolute. 
Yet just this, also, the experienced thinker finds it necessary 
to question. Paradoxical as it may sound, logic, at least as the 
term is employed by the philosopher, is precisely the one 
discipline which is not neutral. In a recent article Professor 
Montague distinguishes at least four different logics: it is, 
according to him, due to the fundamentally ditferent assump¬ 
tions underlying these logics that fundamentally different inter¬ 
pretations of reality result. Wc are familiar enough with the 
expressions, “pragmatist logic,” “realist’s logic,” “idealist’s 
logic.” Whether they are really different logics or merely 
different theories of logic is immaterial. It is sufficient that 
they are not neutral—that they all, as wc shall presently sec, 
have fundamentally different assumptions, that the idealist, 
realist, pragmatist, as the case may be, reproduces the onto¬ 
logical prejudices of his own particular attitude as tlic postu¬ 
lates of logic uberhaupt. 

Logic may, indeed, in a sense, be the essence of philosophy, 
but, if so, the problem of philosophy is not simplified but 
further complicated. The appeal to logic as the means of over¬ 
coming the prejudices of the philosophers is but an appeal 
from prejudice to prejudice. The appeal to logic as a means of 
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overcoming the oppositions of philosophers created by these 
prejudices is merely to push the problem a step further back, 
for these very oppositions are repeated in our conceptions of 
logic itself. It is for these very reasons that the battle-ground 
of philosophy to-day is logic. It is for this very reason that the 
prejudices of epistemological realism aiid idealism have been 
identified with the postulates of 1 igic itself, at least by these 
sectarians in philosophy, that th<‘ logical problem itself became 
central and the w^ar in this field war to the knife. On the other 
hand, it is precisely because these prejudices, and others like 
them, are recognized for the prejudices they are, that logic 
itself has been abandoned by many for a-logical approaches 
to reality. 

The battle-ground of philosophy to-day is logic. By this I 
mean, not only the fact that the question of the nature and 
principles of logic as a “science” is still unsettled, but also the 
still more fundamental question of its relation to knowledge, 
to philosophy, and to life. Precisely because there are these 
different conceptions of logic, even these “different logics,” 
because each party in the dispute appeals to some idea or ideal 
of “genuine knowledge” and ^^bond-Jide logic,” the true inward¬ 
ness of the battle becomes evident. It is, to be sure, over the 
nature of knowledge that men dispute, but the dispute always 
turns upon the question what is genuine knowledge, and that is 
a question which turns on values that can be ackowledged but 
never proved. It is over the nature of logic that logicians 
dispute, but in it is always involved the question of bond-fide 
logic, and the question of' good faith always involves the 
question of sincerity and of values which again can be 
acknowledged but never proved. In other words, it is becoming 
increasingly evident that the ultimate problem of logic is a 
problem of values, and that the question of the place of logic 
in knowledge in general and in philosophical knowledge in 
particular depends upon a solution of this problem. 


Ill 

This enlightenment, this sophistication regarding logic, is, 
however, one of the chief characteristics of modernism. The 
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changing conception of philosophy, the digging under the 
very foundations of thinking, the turning of axioms into 
postulates and postulates into prejudices, presupposes reconstruc¬ 
tions of logic itself. The daring of the modern mind is nowhere 
so completely shown as in what it is willing to do with logic. 

All forms of modernism agree, of course, in their indictment 
of the “old logic.” It is true that, as Mr. Russell has said, since 
the seventeenth century all vigorous minds have been engaged 
upon the task of logical reconstruction, of extending the field 
of logic and of transcending the limits of formal and traditional 
logic as it is called. But the “new logics” arc in a sense ultra¬ 
modern and arise out of conditions, scientific and cultural, 
that are comparatively recent. This attack on traditional logic 
is in part an affair of logic itself, but it involves also an attack 
on the fundamental presuppositions and forms of traditional 
thought, and it is with this aspect of the question that we are 
ultimately chiefly concerned. 

The modern logics, or, perhaps better, modern concep¬ 
tions of logic, are the so-called monistic or idealistic logic, the 
atomistic logic of the new realism, the instrumental logic of 
pragmatism, and the a-logism of intuilionism. The principles 
and postulates of these different logics will engage our attention 
in later sections of this chapter. Here we wish to emphasize 
solely their common opposition to traditional thought and its 
interpretation of the nature and function of logic.* 

* In his Budget of Paiadoxes De Morgan makes merry over a book by a certain 
Justin Brenan, published in 1830 and entitled Old and New Logic Contrasted, the 
sub-title ol' which announces that it w'ill elucidate for ordinary comprehension 
how Lord Bacon delivered the human mind from its two thousand years* enslave¬ 
ment under Aristotle. Now, it is freeing of the mind that the newest logics still 
have as their primary object. The author of the tract referred to connects the 
old logic with the indecencies of the classical writers and the new logic with 
the new moral purity. The authors of the new logics of the present have not 
made the matter a moral issue in this sense, but they have not hesitated to 
connect the old logic with every sort of infirmity of the human mind and with 
all the prejudices of traditional thought. The old story, says De Morgan, “about 
Aristotle having one logic to trammel us and Bacon another to free us is always 
laughed at by those who know cither Aristotle or Bacon.” Of ignorance either 
of Aristotle or Bacon the modern logicians would be the last to be accused. Yet 
that the magic powers of the new logic have been greatly exaggerated who 
can doubt ? My own view is that a more ultimate evaluation of this period of 
logic will show its chief significance to be in a definite expansion of the science 
of logic without abandonment of its character as a formal discipline distinct 
from epistemology. This is, in a sense, the thesis of this chapter. 
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The “new logics” are all part of a general movement to 
free the mind from certain ancient prejudices by which it has 
been desperately possessed, part of that changing conception 
of philosophy which all forms of modernism envisage. Tradi¬ 
tional thought is bound up with a traditional conception of 
the nature and function of knowledge. Mod( (iiistic philosophies 
imply novel views of logic. Now, it is (Mily from this general 
point of view—of the relation of logic to philosophy and 
metaphysics—that the problem of the nature and function of 
objective of logic is to be studied. We shall not be concerned 
very much either with the details of logic as a "science,” nor 
with the specific positions of the new logics as they appear in 
the course of the discussion. Any criticism of these positions 
should be construed neither as a wholesale denial of their 
truth nor as a refusal to recognize their value for general 
philosophy. In so far as such criticisms enter into our study, 
they do so only as they bear on the ultimate question of the 
nature of logic and its relations to problems of reality and value, 
only in so far as they bear on the question of the relation 
of logic to the fundamental presuppositions of philosophic 
thought. 

A reinstatement of what I conceive to be the traditional 
view of logic, but in a more modern form, it may frankly be 
said at the outset, is the ultimate objective of this chapter. 
To the question, “What is logic?” we shall answer that it is a 
normative science, a science of those absolute values that must 
be acknowledged if intelligible communication is to bo possible. 
The development of this thesis wull imc^lvc the question 
whether logic is a “science” of the law^s of thought or of laws 
of being, the question of the relation of the assumptions of logic 
to the more ultimate presuppositions of intelligible thought 
and its communication, and finally the question of the relation 
of logic to language, as the medium through which all com¬ 
munication, logical or other than logical, is alone possible. 

The examination we propose will, then, include two parts. 
In the first place, we shall undertake an examination of the 
prejudices or presuppositions of logic as such, as opposed to 
a-logical points of view; and, secondly, an examination of the 
specific prejudices of the specific logics, more particularly 
the two fundamental logics of realism and idealism. The real 
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problem of logic, from this point of view, is not, then, the 
formulation of a presuppositionless logic, but rather the 
determination of those general presuppositions which any logic 
as such must acknowledge, those absolute values that are 
above all ontology and all ontological prejudices. 


IV 

‘T have long declared war,’’ cries Nietzsche, “against this 
logicians’ optimism.” By this optimism he understands, we 
have seen, the rationalist’s faith, based upon the prejudice 
that truth is more valuable than appearance, or, more funda¬ 
mentally, that the instinct for knowledge and the vital instinct 
are one. 

This war on logical optimism is one of the characteristic 
notes of modernism. Both the optimism it attacks and the pessi¬ 
mism that is the motive of the attack arc natural products 
of the modern world. By studying these two attitudes towards 
logic, together with a third which may be described as logical 
meliorism, we shall have the necessary background against 
which to see the fundamental problems around which modern 
logical discussion revolves. 

Logical optimism says ratio est capabilis, capable of appre¬ 
hending reality as it is. In the extreme form of panlogism, 
reason and being arc identical. That such a judgment involves 
an element of faith goes without saying. The Grundurteily 
ratio est capabilis, has no meaning except in the light of some 
ideal as to what knowledge ought to be. From this general 
point of view, and for the moment it is indifferent whether 
that ideal be found in the criterion of non-contradiction or 
coherence, or, as in the case of the atomistic logic, in the 
ultimate simples of analysis; in either case it is assumed that 
logic is the ultimate “science of whatever is,” that it has the 
power to determine what is the real, and that its values, 
whether the values of connection or of simplicity and trans¬ 
parency, are ultimate values and constitute the ideal of genuine 
knowledge. 

Logical optimism is based upon a value judgment—upon 
the acknowledgment of what genuine knowledge ought to be. 
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But just this ideal of knowledge the logical pessimist refuses 
to acknowledge. The eternal charge against rationalism is 
accordingly this: The intellect, reason, has a natural bent 
towards analysis and abstraction. This is what it wants and 
therefore what it finds. But, having determined what it wants, 
it is not, therefore, justified in adding tfwt footnote, ‘'That is 
what reality ultimately is.’" We ^an do so only by a prior 
exclusive evaluation of the intellect which begs the whole 
question. 

Logical pessimism springs from a fundamental and, at 
bottom, no less indisputable valuation. It also is determined 
by an ideal of what genuine knowledge should be. The logical 
pessimist does not, in the first place, accept the ideal of clear¬ 
ness and distinctness as the ideal of genuine knowledge. He 
frankly says that mere simplicity, transparency as the logician 
understands it, leaves him cold. He goes farther, and insists 
that the more transparent the world of logical connections 
and forms becomes, the more opaque and impenetrable, in 
another sense, it appears. It gains these qualities by a pro¬ 
gressive loss of essential intelligibility. And with this pessimism 
there are not lacking, we shall see, scientists who are in 
agreement. 

The ideal of knowledge which underlies this logical pessimism 
has been expressed most vividly by Bergson when, in arguing 
that we should turn our backs upon the natural bent of the 
intellect towards logic, he says: “What such a metaphysic (of 
intuition or direct penetration) will lose in utility and rigour 
it will recover again in depth and extension of meaning.”^ 
In other words, as other passages make clear, the clearness and 
distinctness, the ease of apprehension, which the stable and 
immovable forms of mathematics and logic assure us, is for 
him not the ideal of knowledge. 

In contrast to the two preceding attitudes towards logic 
we may distinguish a third which, for lack of a better name, 
we may describe as logical meliorism. Vaihinger, in con¬ 
trasting these two attitudes of logical optimism and logical 
pessimism, describes a third as logischer Criticismus^ and charac¬ 
terizes it as one which, coldly and without prejudice, inves¬ 
tigates the instrument of thought. With the logical pessimist 

* Introduction to Metaphysics, 
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the critical logician emancipates himself from the childish 
superstition of the unlimited power and validity of thought, 
and with the logical optimist he holds fast to the belief in the 
final practical reality of thought and being.* 

To this attitude in the main, although not necessarily in 
its pragmatic form, as represented by Vaihinger, the deeper 
forms of modern thought would probably confess their alle¬ 
giance. ‘Tt will probably be agreed” (says Kemp-Smith in his 
inaugural lecture) ‘‘that the most important and fruitful of the 
changes that have taken place in the philosophical disciplines 
since the eighteenth century has been the growing recognition 
that logical analysis and dialectic, however indispensable, can 
play only a subordinate part in the problems traditionally 
assigned to philosophy.”^ In so far as the traditional problems 
have been kept in mind this is undoubtedly true. When 
philosophy has been identified with technical logic it has been 
only, as we have seen, by “jettisoning most of the cargo of 
the good ship Philosophy.” 

Now, what does this attitude mean? If it means anything, it 
must signify primarily that the logical values par excellence^ the 
values of clearness and distinctness, of simplicity and trans¬ 
parency, of necessary connections, are not recognized as the 
exclusive ideals and values of reason. Logical meliorism means, 
of course, the perfection of the logical instrument—the means 
by which these values are worked out, but it means much 
more, the evaluation of these values themselves as but parts 
or aspects of a larger ideal of intelligibility and truth. It repre- 
sents the development of a larger conception of reason in which 
reason is the system of values, a larger conception of truth in 
which the objectivity of reason involves not merely the 
correctness of logic, but the validity which has its source in 
something deeper than logic. 

To choose between these three general attitudes towards 
logic is no part of our present purpose. The object we have had 
in mind is rather to show that any attitude towards logic, any 
conception whatever of its nature and function, involves an 
evaluation. They all involve certain ideals of knowledge 

* The Philosophy of As I/y Introduction. 

* “The Present Situation in Philosophy,” The Philosophical Review^ January 
1920, p. 23. 
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which are extra-logical in the narrow sense of the word. 
Neutral logic, in the sense that it is without any presuppositions 
whatever, is, as Nietzsche rightly saw, a pure illusion. But even 
more important is the fact that the general presuppositions of 
logic are above the differences of the particular logics. The 
prejudice in favour of reality—that reality is more valuable 
than appearance; the prejudice ia favour of meaning, even 
if expressed merely in the form that tlie distinct is more valu¬ 
able than the indistinct, the defined than the undefined; the 
prejudice in favour of totality—that the connected is more 
valuable than the unconnected; and finally that which under¬ 
lies them all, the prejudice in favour of value, the orientation 
of the intellect towards value, however narrowly the value 
may be conceived: all these are shared by any logic, as they 
are shared by any philosophy whatsoever. The denial of these 
means not another logic but the opposite of logic. 

Neutral logic, in the sense that it is without these general 
prejudices or presuppositions, is impossible. The reason for 
this is that, whatever else logic is, it is the necessary form 
of intelligible communication, and such communication has 
necessarily these presuppositions. But there are other prejudices 
—those which characterize the specific or sectarian logics— 
concerning the necessity of which we cannot be so certain. 
Is the axiom of independence, with its doctrine of externality 
of relations, the condition of a bond-fide logic? Or is coherence, 
with its doctrine of internality of relations, the necessary con¬ 
dition of genuine logic? Need it be said that with these 
questions we have reached the very heart of the problem of 
logic? For each of these logics, it is apparent, involves not 
merely an acknowledgment of values which any logic must 
acknowledge to be logic; it includes also an ontological pre¬ 
judice as part of logic itself. In so doing both imply a certain 
theory of the nature of reality and of the relation of logic to 
the real. To this problem we must now turn. 


V 

The entire question of the nature of logic, of its function in 
knowledge and the material or objects with which logic deals, 
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is now before us. On just this question of the definition of logic, 
we shall not be surprised to find, there is the greatest variety 
of opinion, and in the very definitions the prejudices of par¬ 
ticular philosophical attitudes are repeated. Before we can 
undertake to consider this ultimate problem we must first 
examine the particular logics and the specific ontological 
prejudices that underlie them. It is the importation into logic 
itself of these particular prejudices that creates the various 
logics which add to the turmoil of modern philosophical 
thought. 

This idea of a plurality of logics, properly understood, is not, 
we found, a paradox. The expressions—pragmatist’s, idealist’s, 
realist’s logic—everyone understands perfectly. At this point 
we shall content ourselves with examining the idealistic and 
realistic logics, which the upholders of each maintain to be 
identical with logic as such. Thus far we have considered the 
general prejudices or presuppositions of any logic whatsoever. 
Now, we shall examine the specific prejudices of the specific 
logics. 

“Every idealistic theory of the world,'’ says Pringle- 
Pattison, “has as its ultimate premise a logically unsupported 
judgment of value—a judgment which affirms an end of 
intrinsic worth and accepts thereby a standard of unconditional 
obligation.” The same may be said of every realistic theory 
of the world. It is of the utmost importance that we should see 
what these Griindurteile are. 

The logically unsupported judgment of value of the idealist 
is precisely the ideal of genuine knowledge which underlies all 
his thinking. For him genuine knowledge is always knowledge 
of the whole. The idealist acknowledges, it is true, the funda¬ 
mental presuppositions of all philosophy, the postulate of 
meaning, of the inseparability of value and reality, but that 
which determines his logic most definitely is his emphasis 
upon the postulate of totality. Meaning and value are themselves 
functions of unity and totality. So far so good. This is merely a 
special case of the general principle that no logic is neutral, 
that any logic, as logic, presupposes values that must be 
acknowledged. But the idealistic logic does not stop here. It 
claims, on the one hand, to be able to demonstrate the impos¬ 
sibility of the opposite of this conception of knowledge. It 
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claims also, since it is assumed that logic is “the ultimate 
science of being,” that demonstration of the ultimate nature 
of “genuine” knowledge involves demonstration of the nature 
of reality. 

For this general position, as is well known, there is a form 
of argument consisting oi‘a peculiarly subtle application of the 
principle of self-contradiction. Eveiy eftort to deny knowledge 
of the whole involves, it is held, such knowledge of the whole, 
every effort to deny an absolute experience in\ olves the asser¬ 
tion of such experience. 

The nature of this argument is not always understood either 
by those who make it or those who criticize it. It is essentially 
an argumenium ad hominem —an appeal, not to any “fact” outside 
human discourse, but rather to an ideal of “genuine knowledge,” 
to a value which, it is assumed, must be acknowledged if such 
discourse is to be intelligible. That reality must be one to be 
genuinely known is a proposition that can only be acknow¬ 
ledged but never proved. If we insist on separating fact and 
truth from value, nothing can force this acknowledgment 
from us. 

This argumentum ad hominem is even more obvious in the case 
of the second part of the argument—regarding the relation 
of knowledge and logic to reality. In our examination of the 
idealistic definitions of reality in the preceding chapter we 
found them determined by the assumption that logic is the 
ultimate science of being, and that what logic seems to demand 
as the nature of the real is what reality ultimately is. The 
definition of reality depends tipon our conception of genuine 
knowledge—as organized experience or logical stability. 
Refuse to acknowledge this evaluation and the entire argu¬ 
ment falls to the ground. ^ 

^ Both Royce and Bosanquet make this perfectly clear. “The question, Is 
there an absolutely organized experience?’* says Royce, “is equivalent to the 
question, Is there an absolute reality? You cannot first say there is a reality 
now unknown to us mortals and then go on to ask whether there is an experience 
to which such reality is presented. The terms ‘reality’ and ‘organized experience* 
are correlative terms. The one can only be defined as the object, the content 
of the other. Drop either and the other vanishes. Make one a bare ideal and the 
other becomes equally such. If the organized experience is a bare and ideal 
possibility, then the reality is mere seeming. If what I ought to experience and 
should experience, were I not ignorant, remains only a possibility, then there 
is no absolute reality, but only possibility in the universe, apart from your passing 
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It is now perfectly clear, I think, that the idealistic logic 
has as its ultimate premise a logically unsupported judgment 
of value and accepts thereby a standard of unconditional 
obligation. It is perfectly clear, also, that this judgment of value 
is precisely the ontological prejudice which we examined in 
the i^eccding chapter. In other words, this logic identifies the 
presuppositions of a particular logic with the postulates of 
logic Uberhaupt. It is also clear how an entire reconstruction or 
reinterpretation of logic flows from this initial assumption. 
This is chiefly seen in the cardinal principle of the monistic 
logic, namely, that the object of the judgment is always the 
whole of reality, or that the unit of logic is the implicative 
system. The reconstruction of the traditional law of identity 
and the doctrine of the concrete universal are the principal 
consequences of this principle. With the details of this logic, 
or interpretation of logic, wc arc here not concerned. Whether 
the idealistic conception of the judgment of identity arises, as 
the analytical atomistic logician maintains, out of the confusion 
of two senses of the judgment of identity, or lies deeper in 
something which such criticism wholly misses, we may for 
the present leave undetermined. Whether the concept of the 
concrete universal is, as these same critics maintain, a con¬ 
tradiction in terms, or the necessary form of all intelligibility, 
is a question we may also leave for another occasion. That 
which interests us here is the much more fundamental point, 
namely, that the ‘‘idealistic” logic, with all its details, pre¬ 
supposes an ideal of genuine knowledge, including a logically 
unsupported judgment of value, and that this ideal involves 
also an ontological prejudice as to the ultimate nature of reality. 

It is, to be sure, natural to identify this prejudice in favour 
of reality as a logical whole with the presupposition of totality 

feelings and mine. Our actual issue then is, Does a real world ultimately exist at 
all?’* {The Conception of God^ pp. 35 f.). 

It may be brought out still more clearly by another statement of the argument. 
“The driving force of idealism, as I understand it,” says Bosanquet, “is not 
furnished by the question how mind and reality can meet in knowledge, but 
by the theory of logical stability which makes it plain that nothing can fulfil 
the conditions of self-existence except by possessing the unity that belongs to 
mind.” Here obviously, again, the whole argument depends upon the acknow¬ 
ledgment of an ideal of genuine knowledge as involving the absolute value of 
“logical stability,” and also of the identity of reality with this value. Refuse to 
acknowledge either of these and the whole argument falls to the ground. 
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which, as we have seen, is a necessary presupposition of philo¬ 
sophical discourse. If sucli an identification were necessary, 
monistic logic with its conception of reality would necessarily 
follow. For, as we have seen, the prejudice in favour of totality 
is one of the necessary pies oppositions of intelligible discourse, 
one that cannot be denied without seli-rcfutation. But it is 
precisely at this point that the greatest care must be exercised. 
It was for this reason partly that we were at great pains to 
distinguish between two different conceptions of totality. It 
is not wholly easy to make this distinction clear, but it must be 
made if there is not to be complete confusion throughout our 
entire discussion. 

The distinction between logical and axiological, between 
logical and metaphysical totality, was forced upon us by the 
facts of philosophic discourse. That distinction may be further 
illuminated by reference to our present problem. The postulate 
of a coherent whole of reality as the ultimate postulate of logic 
presupposes a whole which must itself have value and validity 
on some otlicr grounds than logical, if the parts of the whole 
are to have value through logical relation to the whole. Now, 
this value of the connected whole must either be simply 
acknowledged, ‘‘mystically” as it were, without reasons; or, 
if there arc any reasons they must be of the nature of showing 
the place of the value of the connected whole in a larger system 
of values. In other words, the value of logical connection 
cannot be identical with value as such, but only a value 
among other values. 

This, then, is my thesis. 'Any philosophy whatsoever pre¬ 
supposes totality in the axiological sense of a system of values. 
But the identification of totality in this axiological sense, with 
logical totality, is merely the prejudice or presupposition of 
one type of logic. The logical values of necessary connec¬ 
tion are part of a system of values but only a part, and the 
axiological whole which any philosophy presupposes is not 
exhausted in this type of unity or totality. It includes other 
values in its system not necessarily reducible to logical con¬ 
nection, although there can be no expression of these values 
except in logical form. This distinction will prove to be of the 
utmost importance at various points in the following discus¬ 
sions, more particularly in determining our notions as to the 
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nature of philosophical system. A narrowly intellectualistic 
conception of (ruth, out of harmony with our natural con¬ 
ceptions and with the deepest intentions of traditional philo¬ 
sophy, seems unavoidable on a purely logical conception of 
totality and has consequences for philosophy which are far- 
reaching. Of these the most baleful, as we shall see, is the 
tendency to reduce many of the most fundamental categories 
of metaphysical thought to appearance. Substance, causation, 
purpose are found to contain much that is irrelevant to the 
character of logical system, with the result that they are 
abandoned in favour of purely logical connections. Philo¬ 
sophical system becomes solely the fixation of experience in 
concepts and the relation of these concepts according to 
their logical connections, with the result that the autonomy 
of values is sacrificed and all other values subordinated to the 
logical. 

Realistic logicians never tire of ad\^ancing the foregoing 
criticisms against the idealists and their logic, nor of pointing 
out that the ultimate premise of this logic is precisely the 
logically unsupported judgment of value wc have described. 
But they sometimes overlook the fact that they arc in a similar 
case, that their own logic has a similar unsupported premise 
upon which it must fall back. 

The realist in criticizing the idealist is fain to make much 
of his own good faith. Part of his good faith consists in the fact 
that he keeps faith with the beliefs of common sense and takes 
science at its ‘Taco value.” In contrast with the speculative 
logic of the idealist he never tires of insisting upon the fact 
that his is the bond-fide logic. This in itself should make us wary. 
Quite apart from the fact that this is an argumentum ad hominem 
which may or may not be cogent, it is clear that in saying 
these things valuations are already involved. Without con¬ 
sidering the very difficult question of what the “face value” 
of science really is, an appeal to that value is an appeal to 
value. When he describes his logic as the bond-Jide logic, the 
case is already prejudiced by an assumption as to what true 
knowledge and ultimate reality really are. 

The unsupported valuation upon which all realism and its 
logic ultimately rest was well stated by Herbart. “The leading 
principle of all logic and metaphysics,” he writes, “first 
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established by the Eleatics, is that Being is absolutely simple.” 
Modern realism, with its atomistic logic, tells us the same thing 
in many and much more technical words. In order to have any 
genuine knowledge, in order that any entity may be known, 
it must be unmodifiable in its essential nature by entering 
into relations with other entities, primarily the “knower.” 

Attempts have been made to support this '‘leading principle” 
by arguments, and these argumen:s, as in the case of idealism, 
take the form of the argument from self-refutation. It would 
be idle to canvass the various forms in which this argument 
has been presented, an argument familiar to e\ery reader of 
present-day philosophy. 1 will recall in this connection only 
one, and that principally because it displays so egregiously 
the essential point for which I am contending. It is the argu¬ 
ment of E. G. Spaulding that any bona-fide logic presupposes 
the acknowledgment of this judgment or affirmation.^ 

You cannot, it is argued, refuse to admit the axiom or 
postulate of independence, or, in other words, that relations 
make no difference to the things related, without self-contradic¬ 
tion. For you presuppose, at least tacitly, that in one case, 
namely, your present assertion, the two terms related, your 
assertion and that which it denotes, are not thereby and there¬ 
with modified. Self-refutation is no less involved in the proposi¬ 
tion that a relation implies an underlying, transcendent whole 
of which the terms are manifestations; for herewith it is equally 
tacitly assumed that both terms and relations can be known 
without being modified by the knowledge. 

Thus it is argued, precisely as in the case of the idealistic 
logic, that any denial of tins axiom really presupposes it. Nor 
is the argument in its essential nature any different from the 
principle of self-refutation employed in the earlier argument. 
It is essentially an argumentum ad hominem. For it is further 
argued that the postulate of independence, the externality 
of relations to the things related, is the very condition 
of there being such a thing as genuine knowledge or bond- 
fide logic. Here again, as in the preceding case, we must 
insist that the proposition that terms are modifiable by the 
relations that relate them does not refute itself. The enunciator 

* “The Logical Structure of Self-Refuting Systems,” The Philosophical Review, 
vol. xix, Nos. 3 and 6. 
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of the proposition may refute himself, but only in case he 
acknowledges the ideal of genuine knowledge presupposed; 
and only in case he admits also that logic determines the nature 
of the real, and that logical argument may determine the 
nature of the relation of a proposition to the reality it represents. 

The final appeal of the realist, as Mcinong, for instance, makes 
quite clear, is always that the thesis of his opponent is wider- 
sinnig. But for any proposition to be widersinnig, Sinn (meaning) 
must be acknowledged, and in this case the meaning is precisely 
the meaning of‘"genuine knowledge” which was to be demon¬ 
strated. The circle is the same as in the case of the idealist, 
and the situation to which it leads precisely the same. For 
either the value of independence must be merely acknowledged 
as a matter of belief or of “animal faith,” or, if there are any 
reasons to be given, they must be of the nature of determining 
the place of this value of independence in a larger system of 
values. Just as the realist can always charge the idealist with 
an appeal to extra-logical motives, so, with no less justification, 
can the idealist make the same charge. 

It is now perfectly clear, I think, that the realistic logic also 
lias as its ultimate premise a logically unsupported judgment 
of value, and also identifies the presuppositions of a particular 
logic with the presuppositions of logic iiberhaupt. It is also clear 
that an entire reconstruction or reinterpretation of logic flows 
from this initial assumption. This is principally seen in the 
cardinal principle of the realistic logic, that the object of the 
judgment is always a simple entity, and in the doctrine of 
externality of relations that results. Here, too, the reconstruction 
of the traditional law of identity and the doctrine of reality 
as ultimately neutral entities or abstract universal are the 
chief consequences of this principle. Here again wc are not 
primarily concerned with the details of this logic. That which 
interests us here is the main point, namely, that the ideal of 
genuine knowledge, or bona-fide logic embodied in the realistic 
logic, is itself a logically unsupported judgment of value, and 
that it includes a prejudice—an ontological prejudice—which 
is not the necessary assumption of logic as such. 

The examination of one point of detail in this logic may, 
however, make the point clearer. I refer to the doctrine of the 
nature of definition. “The vice of all latter-day philosophy, by 
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which I mean idealism,” writes Holt, "‘is to try to define the 
simpler entities of being in terms of the more complex aggre¬ 
gates, wills, minds, experiences. Unless one will define laws 
in terms of government, carbon in terms of trees, and mathe¬ 
matical points in terms of dodecahedrons, one must not attempt 
to define severally the component elements that wc experience 
in terms of experience, of consciousness or mmd.”i Tliis is the 
doctrine of the irreversible character of definition. All definition, 
it is assumed, proceeds from the complex to the simple, never 
the reverse. It is at this point, perhaps, that the hypnotism of 
the atomistic logic, of which Lord Haldane speaks, is strongest. 
And yet this irreversible character of definition is not an 
“axiom,” not even a necessary postulate, of knowledge. It is 
a prejudice of but one type of logic, and one bound up with a 
specific metaphysic, as, indeed, Herbart was both intelligent 
enough to see and frank enough to admit. 

The importance of our reference here to this particular 
detail of the realistic logic is that it forms the basis for the 
most fundamental attack on the fundamentals of traditional 
philosophy. It is by appeal to this atomistic logic that the 
entire attack on natural language, more particularly the 
traditional language of metaphysics, has been justified. It is 
by appeal to this logic that all genuine philosophic concepts 
have been turned into “pseudo-simples” and the entire struc¬ 
ture of traditional thought reduced to a complex of “philo¬ 
sophical errors.” Both of these consequences of the atomistic 
logic will be examined more fully later. Here we wish merely to 
emphasize the presumption of this atomistic logic, the pre¬ 
sumption, namely, that this sectarian logic is identical with 
logic as such, a presumption all the more gratuitous for the 
reason that it rarely realizes, to say nothing of acknowledges, the 
metaphysical prejudice on which the entire structure is raised. 


VI 

The conclusions to be drawn from this examination of the 
two fundamental logics are far-reaching in their consequences. 
We might, for instance, infer that, as both realism and idealism 

* E. B. Holt, The Concept of Consciousness, pp. 78 ff. 
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identify the ‘‘axioms” of logic with their own ontological 
prejudices and presuppositions, there is no solution of their 
perennial opposition by means of logic as they understand it. 
Each is powerless, as Royce recognizes, to convince the other. 
Furthermore, that the only way of transcending this opposition, 
if there be a way, is by a change of venue from fact to value. 
That is by a recognition on the part of both idealism and 
realism that their so-called axioms are not facts but values, 
and as such, perhaps, not mutually exclusive. 

That is, indeed, an inference which I myself have drawn in an 
article in which the main lines of the argument are suggested.^ 
It is also a position which is maintained implicitly or explicitly 
throughout the developments of this book. But this is only an 
incidental suggestion and not the main point to be emphasized 
here. That point is rather this—and this also has far-reaching 
consequences^—namely, the essentially unneuiral character of these 
two logics. The recognition of this fact immediately suggests 
the question whether conceptions of logic which are thus 
unneutral, which contain these ontological prejudices in their 
very structure, can represent the true nature of logic; whether, 
in fact, a conception of logic is not possible which transcends 
this opposition? 

Is there, then, we may well ask, no conception of logic 
which is neutral? Is there no justification for the idea, almost 
as old as thought itself, that we must all be logical when we 
think—when we, so to speak, “play the game”— quite irre¬ 
spective of our attitudes towards logic, optimistic or pessimistic, 
our theories of logic whether idealistic or realistic? Certainly 
this idea was inherent in the traditional conception of logic 
which defined it as the science of the laws of thought. May it 
not be that it is precisely the so-called “reforms” of logic that 
have made it unneutral? May it not be true, after all, that the 
old conception of logic as normative rather than ontological 
is sound, that it is the science of the norms or principles that 
must be acknowledged if intelligible thought and its communi¬ 
cation is to be possible? 

Such at least is the conception of logic I propose to maintain. 
It is the object of this chapter to restate the traditional con¬ 
ception of logic in a more modern form. We may, perhaps, best 

’ “Beyond Realism and Idealism,” The Philosophical Review, vol. xxvii, No. i. 
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begin our task by asking whether there are any points on which 
all conceptions, all definitions, of logic agree; whether, in other 
words, there is not a minimum of agreement, divergence from 
which means not logic but the denial of logic. 

I think it may be said that all logicians are at one in the 
idea that the fundamental laws of logic are the most universal 
truths~that is, are the conditions that every judgment which 
makes a truth claim must meet. Btit there is also agreement 
in the idea that these conditions are not sufficient but merely 
necessary. The logical first principles, identity and contra¬ 
diction, are then negative criteria for every judgment as such, 
but never positive criteria. 

This, I think, may be taken as a true statement regarding 
all forms of thought with the exception of extreme logical 
pessimism and a-logism. Even in those cases where the attack 
on traditional logic goes so deep as to make the laws of thought, 
particularly the law of identity, fictions, it is still necessary 
fiction, without which coherent thought and intelligible com¬ 
munication are impossible. But all are agreed that these 
fundamental laws, while necessary, are not sufficient; and it is 
out of this feeling that the attempted reforms of logic have 
arisen. Each of the “new logics,’’ in its own way, has tried 
to make logic not only necessary but sufficient, and in 
attempting to do so it has inevitably identified logic with 
epistemology and ultimately with ontology—with the re¬ 
sulting strife of logics. For myself, I cannot escape the con¬ 
clusion that on these premises strife is inevitable; but let us 
first examine the premises of the ontological logics. 

“Logic,” says Mr. E. B. Holt, “is not the science of correct 
thinking but of what is.” Truth and falsity apply not to judg¬ 
ments and beliefs, says Mr. Russell, but to their objects. Now, 
this definition of logic as the science of what is, is capable of 
two interpretations. On the one interpretation of being, the 
widest possible, being includes all things, all Gegenstdnde, real 
or unreal, possible or impossible. On the other interpretation, 
“what is” includes only that which falls under reality as dis¬ 
tinguished from the unreal. Now I think it can be shown that 
according to our interpretation of being this definition of 
logic is either meaningless or lacks the universal character 
claimed for it. 
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Let us examine the first interpretation. Logic is the universal 
science of whatever is, of all things, real or unreal, possible or 
impossible. The logical laws do, indeed, hold of the real and un¬ 
real, but do they hold of impossible objects? This may, indeed, 
be allowed for the mathematically impossible, but scarcely 
for the logically impossible. For this impossible is precisely the 
contradictory of logic and is excluded by definition. Perhaps, 
it will be said, these impossible objects are not “things,” not 
part of what is. But the meaninglessness of this answer is 
apparent; for how do we decide whether anything is a “thing” 
or not? Here we have no other criterion except that a thing is 
that which fulfils the demand of logic. We move in a circle, 
for we have already presupposed the concept of logic and cannot 
carry it back for definition to the concept of entities or things. 

This kind of neutrality, accordingly, that defines logic as 
the science of whatever is, of being defined in the broadest 
sense, is meaningless. The other interpretation of being escapes 
this difficulty, but it docs so only by sacrificing universality 
and neutrality. It frankly limits the field of logic to but one 
part of the larger field of Gegenstande, “Logic, I should maintain,” 
says Mr. Russell, “must no more admit a unicorn than zoology 
can, for logic is concerned with the real world just as truly as 
zoology, though with its more abstract and general features.” 
This, Professor Hoernlc remarks, “we shall agree, is common 
sense, and when common sense can quote the high authority 
of mathematical logic it is time for philosophers to sit up and 
take notice.” It is time to take notice, I agree, but what we 
should particularly notice is that logic so defined is not neutral 
and never can be. The logician who so conceives his science 
should be the last to claim neutrality for it; for such a definition 
of logic does not merely contain the prejudice in favour of 
reality in the sense that it is, as wc have seen, involved in all 
thought. It frankly makes a specific definition of reality the 
postulate of logic uberhauptJ 

Bosanquet, I am glad to find, takes a similar position. He 
expresses regret that he cannot follow Russell and Hoernle in 
thus limiting the field of logic. The judgment, for instance, 
which excludes worlds of imagination from the world of logic 
is “simply ex parte^' and “rests throughout on the assumption 

» See Chapter II, pp, 169 ff. 
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that our real world of fact is the one reality.”^ In other words^ 
he recognizes precisely what we have been maintaining— 
namely, that such a definition of the field of logic involves an 
ontological prejudice. Yet, curiously enough, he does not 
recognize that a similar difficulty inheres in any ontological 
logic—even his own. If he defines logic as the ultimate science 
of whatever is, he too must give an ex-parte definition of the real, 
or else fall back on the first and broader interpretation of being 
which we have characterized as “meaningiess.” If we take 
being in this broader sense—of whatever is, whatever is the 
case (including Hamlets, unicorns, or what not)—the only signi¬ 
ficant meaning we can possibly give to the proposition that 
logic is the ultimate science of whatever is, is that it is the 
structural form of whatever we can intelligibly express, whatever 
be our universe of discourse. Logic can give us the form of 
intelligible discourse, but never by itself determine its intelli¬ 
gibility. It can give us the scaffolding of an intelligible world, 
but can never by itself determine the ultimate character of that 
world But if this is so, we have denied the ontological character 
of logic. 

It is considerations such as these, I suppose, that have led 
Meinong to insist upon the traditional definition of logic as 
the science of the laws of thought. In any case, he is the one 
“logical” and coherent thinker among the moderns on this 
point. He sees clearly enough that he must make and keep a 
fundamental distinction betw^een logic and Gegensiandstheorie —a 
distinction which many others have allowed to disappear. If 
he does this, however, he must keep to the old definition of 
logic as the science of the laws of thought. 

But the significance of these considerations is still more far- 
reaching. Realization of the difficulties involved in either 
interpretation of the definition of logic as the science of “what 
is” will inevitably lead to a reinstatement of this traditional 
view of logic and its function. My own opinion is that a final 
evaluation of the logical development of this period will show 
its chief result to be in a definite expansion of the content of 
the science of logic, while still retaining its character as a 
“formal” discipline distinct from epistemology. In other words, 
it will recognize the ontological prejudices that necessarily 
* The Meeting of Extremes in Modern Philosophyy p. 39. 
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underlie these different logics. It will be seen that logic is not the 
science of whatever is, but the science of correct thinking; that 
logic is above and beyond all ontologies whether realistic or 
idealistic, and that the claims of any logic, new or old, to 
determine by itself the nature of being must be denied. 


VII 

Considerations such as these inevitably incline one, I repeat, 
to a reconsideration of the old conception of logic as a normative 
science, as die Moral des Denkens, to use a significant phrase of 
Herbart’s. Indeed, it is only as so defined that we can find 
any point upon which logicians are generally agreed. All are 
one, we have seen, in the idea that the laws of thought are the 
most fundamental truths, that they are the conditions that any 
judgment which makes a truth claim must meet, norms which 
all must acknowledge who would think correctly. Starting with 
this point of agreement we may, perhaps, find the road to a 
genuine and significant neutrality. Neutral our “logics” are 
not, as we have seen. Each sectarian logic presupposes an ideal 
of knowledge which the other logics do not acknowledge. 
The idea that these are neutral is an illusion. But this situation 
does not exclude the possibility that there might be a concep¬ 
tion of logic which would be neutral in the significant sense 
that it would embody values that any logic qua logic must 
acknowledge. To the development of such a conception we 
now turn. 

“Logic is ethics,” says Mr. Charles Peirce, thereby in 
principle accepting the challenge of Nietzsche that the most 
fundamental principles of logic are moral prejudices. While 
not ready to go the full length of this assertion, perhaps, 
pragmatists in general are agreed that, to be significant, logic 
must deal with meanings, and, as any serious examination of 
“meanings” soon shows, meanings presuppose values. The 
fundamental notion that truth is a value makes values the 
objective of logic. 

On this subject, at least, pragmatism must be admitted to 
be extraordinarily clear-sighted and consistent. It sees clearly 
the illusoriness of the ideal of logical neutrality if logic is 
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defined as the science of the real. But it is with practical reality 
and material truth alone that the pragmatist is concerned, and 
he readily accepts the consequences. Indeed, he presents us 
with a dilemma that is worthy of careful consideration. Either 
we must accept formalism in logic and abandon meaning, or 
renounce formalism and frankly accept human prejudices and 
presuppositions. Choosing the latter, he does not try to disinfect 
the logical instrument, because frankly he does not believe 
that it can be disinfected and does not think it desirable to do 
so if we could. 

On one very important point, at least, the pragmatist is 
fundamentally sound. The only possible alternative to the 
conception of logic as the science of being or reality is the 
conception of logic as a science of meanings and values. The 
only point at issue is that between the pragmatist and the 
absolutist, whether the recognition of this general truth commits 
one to a frank acceptance of “humanism” in logic as the 
pragmatist understands it, or whether such a view is com¬ 
patible with a conception of absolute norms and values. 
The premises of the Great Tradition are humanistic in the 
larger, magnanimous sense of the word, yet the assumption 
of absolute values is the essence of that tradition. Let us examine 
these two points of view. 

The pragmatist’s logic, we have seen, frankly disclaims 
neutrality. It does so because it recognizes the dilemma in 
which the logician finds himself. Either formalism without 
meaning, or meaning with a frank acceptance of prejudices 
and presuppositions. The realist or idealist may refuse to accept 
the dilemma, may repudiate the existence of prejudices and 
primal valuations; but every time he denies them he affirms 
them; every time he insists upon an ideal of genuine knowledge 
or bond-fide logic he condemns himself out of his own mouth. 

So far the pragmatist’s position is unimpeachable. No one 
understands the hinterland of logic better than he. In this 
respect he has all the wariness in which Nietzsche finds most 
of the philosophers fail. But, like Nietzsche, to whom he owes 
so much, he is himself under the dominance of a prejudice— 
a prejudice, moreover, which not only itself involves a popular 
and probably ephemeral valuation, but one which makes it 
impossible ultimately to distinguish at all between prejudice 
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and necessary presupposition. I refer to the “biological pre¬ 
judice,” with its accompanying “psychologism.” Under the 
influence of this prejudice, moreover, he finds himself inevitably 
drawn back into a “naturalism” which, when logically thought 
out, lands him again in all the ontological prejudices of realism. 

This “biological” prejudice, as I have called it, is that 
which, perhaps, gives modernism in philosophy its chief 
colouring. The entire movement of pragmatic and genetic 
logic is a development of this biological prejudice; but it is in 
Nietzsche—to whose daring conceptions, we are now beginning 
to see, a large part of modernism owes its inspiration—that this 
conception owes its first formulation as well as its most rigorous 
application. The logical values themselves—nay, even the pre¬ 
judgment that underlies all logic, namely, that truth is more 
valuable than appearance—owe not only their origin, but 
whatever validity they may have, to their instrumental rela- 
. tion to life. The determining role which the merely biological 
conception of mind plays in modernistic thought in general, 
both in its more general attitudes and in specific philosophies, 
has been made clear in a preceding chapter. Here we are 
interested solely in the role it has played in one of the typically 
modernistic rdconstructions of logic. Here again, as in the case 
of our discusaon of the idealistic and realistic logic, we are 
concerned not so much with details as with principles. In the 
c£ise of the pragmatist’s logic, as in the others, it is the inter¬ 
pretation of the laws of thought, more particularly of identity, 
that brings out the point most clearly. 

The extreme consequence of this way of thinking is the 
doctrine of logical fictions. Nietzsche, for instance, is constantly 
repeating that the forms of logic rest on fictions. '*Logik” is 
for him “eine'^ konsequente ^eichenschrift auf Grund der durchge- 
fiihrten Voraussetzmg doss es identische Folk giebt,’' and so “ist 
das Logische naif moglich in Folge eines Grundirrtum. Doss es gleiche 
dinge, gleiche Fdlle giebt, ist die Grundjiktion, schon beim Urteil, dam 
beim Schliessen.'’^ Parmenides said we do not think that which 
is not—and on this rests the identity of logic and ontology. 
We are now at the other end of things and say rather, what 
can be thought must surely and necessarily be a fiction. But 
what does this mean when it is thought out? If the principles 
* Qjioted from Vaihingcr, The Philosophjf oj **As 1924, pp. 348 ff. 
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of logic are but fictions in the service of life, then the biological 
conception of life built up by logical thought is itself a fiction; 
and one, we may add, of a singularly unintelligible kind. 

The biological prejudice consists, then, in narrowing the 
conception of life to its biological meaning, when the very 
essence of the philosophical meaning of life is,|as Simmel brill¬ 
iantly shows, to transcend life in this sense.* My point here, how¬ 
ever, is that the biological prejudice in logic'simply lands the 
thinker in all the ontological prejudices of naturalism and real¬ 
ism, or in some Willensmtaphysik that is essentially ontological. 

Now, this psycho-biological point of view—with its sceptical 
relativism in logic—cannot be refuted in case its advocates 
refuse to recognize the authority of the laws of thought and 
the absolute values that they presuppose and embody. In 
reality there can be no argument with those who repudiate 
them, for there is no stable platform of argument. But he who 
does acknowledge them can, at least, point out how his opponents 
contradict themselves at every step. Relativism, and the 
biological conception of mind with which it is bound up, 
assume, at least, the truth of its account of mind and thought, 
and this truth can be assumed only in case the mind we are 
talking about is identical with itself throughout our account 
of it. Again, if the law of contradiction were not absolute, 
this relativism would be both true and false, and consequently 
neither true nor false. In other words, the ultimate laws of 
thought have the peculiar character of being involved in 
iheir very denial, and thus of automatically maintaining them¬ 
selves against every attack. Reeison cannot commit suicide. 
The old logic is the foundation of all logic, and is assumed 
even by those who attempt to overthrow it. , 

This theory of logical fictions, while the extrejne and perhaps 
only consistent consequence of the biological fprejudice, is, to 
be sure, not the only one actually drawn. The theory of truth, 
or, better, of truths, as “practical values,” of f axioms as pos¬ 
tulates,” the best-working hypotheses available for the satis¬ 
faction of needs, is a half-way position which m&ny pragmatists 
feel that they can occupy with satisfaction to themselves if not 
to others. The “process of falsification,” neceissarily involved 
in logic for a Nietzsche or a Bergson, may seemipgly be avoided. 

> G. Simmel, Lebensansckauungf chapter i. 
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But only apparently, I think. It remains at best but a clumsy 
statement of a half truth. The half-way position of pragmatism 
is admissible only on the basis of an obsciire although no less 
genuine ontology. Truth cannot be reduced to a merely 
practical postulate unless we are prepared to admit that 
reality itself jg-fio more than a practical postulate of an absolute 
self-reaUzi^g, creative will. Such a Wilktismtaphysik may be 
diffici}l{to make 'Intelligible, but it is a mctaphysic none the less. 
One does not gejt rid of absolutes by making life or will absolute. 

The pragmafist’s logic, or the pragmatic conception of 
logic, contains 'no answers to our problems, neither to the 
problem presehited by the prejudices of the different logics, 
nor to the mor^ fundamental problem of the r 61 e of logic in 
philosophic thought. Yet the pragmatist’s logic contains an 
important element of truth, even if it is only a half truth. The 
flil<>triTna in which logic finds itself, according to the pragmatist 
—either formalism without meaning or meaning with a frank 
acceptance of prejudices and presuppositions—^is a genuine 
one. The only Alternative to the acceptance of the theory of 
logic as the ultimate science of the real, with all the non¬ 
neutrality whicih that involves, is the conception of logic as 
the science of njieanings and values. The situation is this: Logic 
is die Moral de\ Denkens. It involves the negative element of 
the control of ( thought through the acknowledgment of laws 
and norms. Itl involves the positive element of the acknow¬ 
ledgment of ultimate meanings and values which give these 
norms their validity. If these values are but human prejudices, 
then logic is \<holly human in the relativistic sense. If they 
are the necesss^ry conditions of intelligible communication, 
then they are also human, but human only in the larger 
magnanimous i?ense of the Great Tradition, in which human 
and absolute ar^ not wholly incompatible terms. To the develop¬ 
ment of this c<^nception of logic as a “science” of absolute 
values or validijties we shall now turn. 


VIII 

The concept I'of “logical values,” and of logic as a science 
of absolute valines, has become central in present-day philo- 
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sophy. It is most adequately presented, perhaps, in the thesis 
of Rickert, that logic is Wertwissenschaft. The full develop¬ 
ment of this conception is not to be found in the earlier editions 
of his famous book, Der Gegenstand der Erkentniss, but only in 
the last edition. As finally formulated it presents a view which, 
although at first sight highly paradoxical, is, nevertheless, at 
least one of the most significant movements of modern thought. 

The meaning of this thesis is briefly this: Every judgment 
of existence or truth presupposes an over-individual Sollen or 
ought, the acknowledgment of which is necessary to give 
meaning to the judgment. This Sollen presupposes values and 
these “logical values” are neither existent nor subsistent, but 
merely valid. Thus far we have merely that form of the Neo- 
Kantian “philosophy of validity,” with which we are familiar 
when the name of Rickert is mentioned. 

It is, however, the conception of logic developed on this 
basis in which we are interested. Rickert opposes both the 
psychological and ontological conceptions of logic and makes 
it the ultimate value science. According to this view, logic 
deals neither with existents, physical or mental, nor with 
subsistents, but rather with the problem as to what values 
must be acknowledged in case ar^ answers to the question 
what is or is not, what is true or not true, shall have any 
meaning whatever. But this “meaning” itself is, as he says, a 
“non-existent” meaning. It is not even subsistent in any 
intelligible sense—as, for instance, universals are subsistent. Of 
it it can merely be said that it is valid. Logic itself, when 
really understood, is above all the prejudices of the ontological 
point of view, all those necess^ily involved in defining it as 
“the science of what is.”‘ 

This line of thought may be stated in somewhat different 
words. However much the sciences that deal with existents 
or subsistents differ from each other, according to material or 
method, they always have one thing in common: all seek to 
establish what is and how it is. Thb we may call their onto¬ 
logical character: das Seiende is their problem. Objective logic, 
on the other hand, never inquires after this, and in so far stands 
above all the sciences of being. The problem of logic is rather 

* Der Gegenstand der Erkentniss, 4th and 5th editions, 1921, chapter iv, especially 
sections 3, 4, and 5. 
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the values that must be valid in case answers to these questions 
—of the sciences—as to what is or is true, shall have a meaning. 
Logic is above all ontology because the meanings of truth and 
existence cannot themselves be either true or existent. 

That some such position is the inevitable outcome of the 
line of argument we have been pursuing seems evident, whether 
we accept Rickert’s form of statement or not. That such a 
view of the nature of logic, if tenable, would vitally affect our 
view of the relation of logic to philosophy in general, of the 
sense in which logic is “the essence of philosophy,” seems 
equally clear. Logic, as a science of values above all onto¬ 
logies and all ontological prejudices, might again become what 
it has ceased to be—a neutral discipline which should interpret 
and reconcile the oppositions in philosophy that arise out of 
these prejudices. It might also point the way to a conception 
of logic, and of its relation to truth and reality, which would 
'do full justice to the ultimate intentions of traditional thought. 

Such is, indeed, a consummation devoutly to be wished. 
But is not this whole conception of logic as a normative or 
value science essentially paradoxical? Can an intelligible con¬ 
ception of the relation of logic to reality be formed on such 
a theory of logic? To many such a conception seems, indeed, 
wholly paradoxical. For one thing, ageiinst the concept of 
“logical values” itself, it is urged that such a widening of the 
customary and “proper” meaning of the word “value” is objec¬ 
tionable both linguistically and practically, and can lead only 
to confusion. Much more fundamental is an objection to the 
conception of “non-existent meanings and values”—in other 
words, to the paradox felt by the idealistic and realistic logics 
alike, to the idea of logic as a science which has as its 
material anything else than the real. But let us examine these 
objections. 

This paradox has been felt by many realists, and the feeling 
has found expression notably in the criticisms of Holt and 
Lossky. As against those who argue that being is not the funda¬ 
mental category. Holt answers that the fundamental category 
of logic must be simple and include all entities. Those who say 
that being perceived, being thought, being willed are more 
fundamental, overlook the fact that these are complexes sus- 
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ceptible of logical analysis, and into what are they analysable 
if not neutral entities? The same would hold, of course, of 
“being valued,” or the category of value. To this part of the 
argument the answer is, of course, immediate and simple. 
Perception, thought, will, even valuing, are, as psychological 
processes, perhaps complexes, and susceptible of analysis into 
simpler entities. But not the meanings and values which are 
the objectives of these processes. Validity and value are them¬ 
selves not entities, except in the wholly meaningless sense that 
any object of thought has being. Truth and error, reality and 
unreality. Holt admits, are opposed categories and presuppose 
distinctions of meaning and value, but being has no opposed 
category and must, therefore, be fundamental and all-em¬ 
bracing. i But this means nothing, as we have seen. If the logician 
believes that there is any solution of the problem of knowledge 
here, he “is as ignorant of the real problems of philosophy as 
the sanguine digger for gold who unearths the precious metal 
everywhere.” The assumption, finally, that the fundamental 
category of logic must be simple, may or may not be true. 
But if it is, it is still, as we have seen, but the assumption of 
a value that can only be acknowledged and never proved. 
That genuine knowledge must be a knowledge of simples is a 
proposition that can, in the last analysis, be established only 
by an argumentum ad hominem, in which case the “value-character 
of the theoretical” is obvious. 

But the paradox in this conception of logic has also been 
felt by idealists no less than realists. Thus Croce takes up 
the problem in his article, “The Task of Logic,”* in which he 
wages an equally bitter polemic against the conception of 
logic as a science of values and validities, and reasserts the 
conception of logic as the ultimate science of being. 

He understands, to be sure, the reasons for “recourse to 
the term value” on the part not only of logic but of the other 
philosophical sciences. “We believe,” he says, “that they have 
been forced to this because Empiricism has outwitted them, 
and has unlawfully possessed itself of the names ‘reality’ and 
‘fact,’ in order to bestow them on her classificatory conceptions 

* E. B. Holt, loc. cit,, pp. 20 fF. 

* Eruydopadia of the Philosophical Sciences (edited by W. Windelband and 
A. Rugc), vol. i. 



112 


THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

and abstractions which are, as a matter of fact, unrealities. 
It is as though an honest man were obliged to change his name 
because it had fallen into disrepute through the criminal 
behaviour of a member of the family. The ‘value’ which is 
the object of logic is logical reality and fact itself; it is value 
and norm intrinsically as existing and working. It is now high 
time for the real logic to claim her own again; nor does she 
owe any consideration to the empiricists and positivists. 
Concessions in this direction, although merely verbal, would 
be a serious mistake. Let logic once more assert her claim to 
firm facts and cease to content herself—whether out of pride 
or modesty—with anything so unsubstantial as values.” 

Now, all this eloquence is not without its plausibility. There 
is also not a little cleverness in these observations regarding 
some of the motives which have led to “recourse to the term 
value” in the definition of logic. Nevertheless, I cannot but 
feel that the plausibility is only apparent. As to the “change of 
name,” one can, indeed, reply that it may be thoroughly 
justified if it prevents misunderstandings, and this the new 
conception of logic certainly does. Again, the unsubstantial 
character of values can be urged only by one who has not 
realized the ultimate character of the value concept, that the 
term “substance” itself is ultimately a value concept. What 
Croce is protesting against is the separation of value and 
validity from being, and in this protest he is undoubtedly 
right. But to make that protest it is not necessary to identify 
logic with being and the science of logic with the science of 
being. Croce, indeed, admits this by implication when he says: 
“The value which is the object of philosophical logic is logical 
reality and fact itself.” By thus qualifying reality as logical 
reality he implies a realm of meanings and values above 
ontology. 

These objections to the view of logic here proposed may, 
perhaps, for the sake of getting on with the argument at least, 
be assumed to be met. That our answers really remove the 
appearance of paradox in the conception is probably more than 
we have a right to expect. The problem cannot be satis¬ 
factorily solved, if it is to be solved at all, until we have seen 
it in the wider setting of a general theory of value—until we 
have taken up the question of the nature of value and validity 
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and of the relation of value to reality• The ‘Value-character 
of the theoretical’’ can be understood only in the light of these 
more comprehensive considerations. 

These will constitute the topics of the following chapter. 
Even at this point, however, something may be said, and, in¬ 
deed, must be said, on the question of the relation of logic to 
reality. Can, we asked, an intelligible concept of the relation 
of logic to reality be formed on such a theory of logic? 

In thus defining logic as above all ontology we do not, of 
course, deny a relation of logic to reality. That would be to 
deny a relation of logic to truth; for truth is in some sense at 
least an agreement of thought with reality, in the terms of 
traditional philosophy adaquatio intellectus et rei. Every treatise 
ever written on logic is dominated by some theory of the nature 
of truth. Such theory is, to be sure, often merely implicit, but 
in some form or another it is always there. And since truth is 
always agreement of thought with thing, some conception of 
the nature of reality and being is implied. That which we insist 
on here is merely that, if logic is to be the ultimate science, is 
to be neutral in the sense we have understood that term, it 
must not be bound up with any particular ontological prejudice 
and with the concept of truth it implies. 

So far as the relation of logic to truth is concerned we 
shall content ourselves here with saying that, although logic 
implies a conception of truth as adequacy of thought to thing, 
it is not within the power of logic to define that relation. 
Logic always finds itself in difficulties when it attempts to 
define truth. Logic, hy its elf^ can claim nothing more than 
right thinking, right reasoning, law, universality, but not 
truth. Its final word is purity, pure reason, and this can never 
be fully equated with truth. For whence, after all, comes the 
demand for truth—as represented by right reasoning in logic? 
Certainly from something beyond logic. It is the moral cle¬ 
ment, or, better expressed, value, that first brings in the 
element of truth. Truth is the objective of logic, but the nature 
of truth is not, as we shall see, exhausted in this relation to 
logic. 

Again, in refusing to identify logic with the science of 
being in the most ultimate sense, we do not abstract from all 
reference to being and reality. It is only from such reference 

H 
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as results, as in the case of the realists’ and idealists’ logics, 
in identifying the prejudices of their particular logics with the 
presuppositions of logic Uberhaupt, Logical propositions give us 
the form, the scaffolding of an intelligible world. “Of themselves 
they treat of nothing.” They presuppose that terms have meaning 
and that propositions have sense, but they have no power to 
determine thAt meaning and that sense. Their meaning and 
sense are their connection with the world, and this connection 
can never itself be the material of logic. 

Such abstraction of logic from “material” reality and truth 
does not, moreover, make it formal in any invidious sense. 
It still leaves logic with a reference to thought and its ideals 
and values, and these are related to reality. When this 
reference, together with the problem of validity and reality 
it involves, is examined under the conditions of philosophic 
insight which a true understanding of the relation of value and 
yalidity to reality gives, what we call formal logical thinking 
itself gains a vitally spiritual significance. 

This, however, is the problem of the next chapter. Here I 
wish merely to make my general point by a brief comment 
on the “laws of thought” and their relation to reality. 

Everything turns, as we have seen throughout this discussion, 
on the nature of the laws of thought and of their relation to 
“reality.” The validity of these logical forms has such ultimate 
significance for us, is so completely the condition of intel¬ 
ligible discourse, that it is difficult, if not impossible, to imagine 
the world otherwise than as really conditioned by them. Their 
validity is not confined to the fact that, once conceived and 
fixed in definition, they demand general and compulsory 
assent from every mind. It also includes the idea that they are 
the conditions of any intelligible world. The “existence,” the 
“reality” of an intelligible world, is inseparable from intelli¬ 
gible expression, communication of it, unless it be conceived 
to be merely the object of some individual mystical incom¬ 
municable insight. But the recognition of this fact does not 
necessarily involve the illusory idea that these logical forms 
yield an interpretation of the whole nature of the real. Truth 
and reality are presupposed by them, but not completely 
determined. 
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IX 

I have described this view of logic as Die Moral des Denkens, 
as a normative science, as one of the most significant tendencies 
in recent thought. But if it be new, it is new only in the sense 
that it says very old things in a new way. It is, I am con¬ 
vinced, the true inwardness of the traditional view of logic. 
From Aristotle until the most recent reconstnjctions of logic, 
logic has always been conceived, if not in so many words at 
least in principle, as concerned with the principles of right 
reasoning. Its central problem has always been the classifi¬ 
cation of arguments, so that all those that are bad are thrown 
into one division and all those that are good into another. 
This, at least, logic always is, whatever more it may be held to 
be in a special philosophy. It is precisely because logic is first 
of all this that it is also ultimately a way to reality and truth. 
If we do not accept knowing and thinking as a serious occupa¬ 
tion of man—if they are not in their very nature oriented 
towards value—they must of necessity degenerate into mere 
games. Even then, as mere play, they are never games of 
solitaire. Intelligible communication is always assumed, either 
implicitly or explicitly, as the necessary presupposition of logic. 

The realization of this fact immediately brings with it 
the recognition of two other facts which raise problems of 
great importance. The first of these is the question of the rela¬ 
tion of logic to language. If the presupposition of logic is 
intelligible communication, then logic, whatever else it may 
be, is perfected language, is the technique of intelligibility. 

complete divorce of logic ftom natural language must 
ra'C ^^o^ntelljgjljjljty, Xhe second question is that with which 
the philo^iQj^ opened—the sense, if any, in which logic is the 
essence of philosophy. If logic is the technique of intelligibility 
and of intelligible communication, what is the relation of 
philosophical intelligibility to logical form? 

The influence of language on philosophy is, as we are coming 
more and more to realize, profound. “Philosophers as a rule,” 
writes Mr. Russell, “believe themselves free from linguistic 
forms, but most of them seem to be mistaken in this belief.” 
Now, whether most philosophers do or do not believe themselves 
to be thus free, they certainly ought not to, despite what 
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Mr. Russell says. If philosophy and logic were entirely divorced 
from language, they would cease to communicate intelligible 
meanings. This entire tendency to depreciate language in 
modern thought is an interesting phenomenon. We have on 
the one hand the tendency of students of linguistics to free 
language from logic, and a similar tendency on the part of 
logicians to separate logic from language. He who is interested 
in speech as a medium of communication in the broadest sense 
scorns the idea of speech as logical, and he who is interested 
in logic as a special science would free logic entirely from 
grammar and syntax. Logic curses that in language which 
literature blesses, and contrariwise. This dispute over language 
is of interest to the philosopher also, because it is the key to 
the understanding of the two chief tendencies of modernism, 
that alike of those who would make logic the whole of philo¬ 
sophy, and of those who would have philosophy turn its back 
on logic. It is the source of the attack of both upon the natural 
metaphysic of the human mind, that metaphysic which the 
whole of traditional philosophy embodies. 

The “new logic” deplores the tendencies of language as 
regards both vocabulary and syntax, its chief object of attack 
being, of course, the so-called subject-predicate logic with 
its substance—attribute metaphysic. The primal function of 
language, the naming of things, is the source of an all-pervasive 
error of “pseudo-simplicity.”‘ We suppose, for instance, that 
there is a certain more or less persistent being called Socrates, 
because the same name is applied to a series of occurrences 
which we are led to regard as appearances of this one being. 
As language becomes more abstract, new entities enter m*-' 
our thought, those represented by abstract words, the ®>“e 

Many of these abstract words, at least, do not stand tbe 
entities, but the tendency of language is to assume that’’they 
do, and a logic that trusts to language in any degree is likely 
to lead to the verbalism of a false metaphysic. 

The influence of syntax is, perhaps, even more vicious. 
Almost any proposition can be put into a form in which it has 
a subject and a predicate connected by a copula. It is natural 
to infer that every “fact” has a corresponding form and 

' B. Rtissell, article entitled "Logical Atomism," in Contemporaty British 
Philosophers, yol. i, pp. 367 ff. 
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consists in the possession of a quality by a substance. This 
subject-predicate logic leads to many metaphysical conse¬ 
quences, among the most important of which is the philo¬ 
sophical notion that logic demands a self-identical substance as 
the subject of intelligible discourse, and ultimately to the 
philosophical error of speculative dogma—the prejudice in 
favour of an ultimate substance and ultimate cause. Needless 
to say this is the logical source of the whole modern attack 
on the traditional concepts of intelligible substance and 
intelligible causality. 

In view of these considerations, the ideal of the new logic 
is to operate wholly with symbols rather than with words. 
Exact thinking demands a special language, not only because 
ordinary language is “too clumsy for the nice distinctions 
necessary to precise thought,” but also because our language 
itself is irreparably infected with error. Being but “the cries 
of the forests corrupted and complicated by arrogant anthropoid 
apes,” it is unfitted to express the true nature of being. 

Now, one need not deny the necessity of a constant critique 
of language, or that the criticism exercised by this new logic 
has had valuable results, in order to feel the essential wrong¬ 
ness of this position. Something surely is out of order here. 
A conception of logic that necessarily eventuates in the aban¬ 
donment of the natural language of communication must have 
something fatally wrong with it. It is one of the most important 
tasks of modern thought to find out precisely what that is. 
Certainly the assumptions underlying this entire attitude cannot 
but give one furiously to think. 

A completely satisfactory answer to the problems here 
raised would involve a consideration of the entire question of 
the philosopl^ of language —a question which is coming to be 
recognized more and more as fundamental to science and 
metaphysics alike. This is not the place for such far-reaching 
investigations, but even without them something may be said 
with a degree of certainty. Surely this entire proposal to free 
logic from language, and the attack on traditional logic to 
which it leads, are based on certain assumptions which turn 
out, on examination, to be a monstrous begging of the entire 
question at issue. 

As regards language in general, the assumption is made first 
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of all that, because new symbols and new idioms have been 
created for certain special purposes, the utility and validity 
of these latter necessarily involve the exclusion or abandon¬ 
ment of the earlier forms of communication. Science is language 
well made, but because it is well made for certain purposes 
it is immediately argued that it supersedes and invalidates all 
earlier forms of communication. It is difficult to see why any¬ 
one should entertain so obviously gratuitous an assumption 
until we bring to light a still more basal assumption under¬ 
lying the entire point of view. This is that natural language 
is infected with error, embodies a primitive mythology which, 
as Nietzsche complains, all our effort can only with difficulty 
remove. In other words, our language is not “moulded on 
reality” and must, therefore, be abandoned for an artificial 
one that is so made. 

Such are the general assumptions underlying the position 
we are examining. We shall presently see that they beg the 
whole question which a philosophy of language has to solve. 
But first let us see how these assumptions are applied to the 
specific question of the relation of logic to language. Here it is 
assumed that because a certain specific logical calculus has 
been devised to deal with certain types of external quantitative 
relations, this new calculus necessarily involves the invalidation 
and supersession of the type of logic which deals with the more 
universal relation of predication. This assumption is evidently 
but a special case of the assumption regarding language, for 
traditional logic—the type of logic that deals with the more 
universal relation of predication—is that which has been 
developed from natural language. The petitio principii in this 
assumption is evident, for in arguing that the special logic 
invalidates the more original and more general it assumes 
that the latter is moulded on reality and the former is not— 
which is precisely the question at issue.* 

* An admirable statement of the same position, made from a somewhat 
different standpoint, seems to me worth quoting. Speaking of this attack on 
Aristotelean logic made by the New Logic, Professor Montague writes {Ways 
of Knowing^ p. 84): *'When a man writes an arithmetic, he cannot be criticized 
for not writing an algebra. And when a man writes a treatise on the relations 
common to all forms of stateipent, he should hardly be blamed for not treating 
of relations peculiar to some forms of statement. The fact that when A is west 
of B and B is west of C, then A will be west of G, is interesting and important, 
but it in no way conflicts with the fact that Vest of B’ is as much a predicate 
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This petitio principii is rather naively expressed by Wittgen¬ 
stein when he writes: “Russell’s merit is to have shown that 
the apparent logical form of the proposition need not neces¬ 
sarily be its real form.” Real in what sense? How is one to 
determine what is the real form of the proposition without 
determining the purpose and meaning of the proposition, and 
how is that to be determined without involving the entire 
question of the relation of language to reality? As a matter of 
fact, in attempting to substitute for the apparent form of the 
logical proposition, namely, that of the subject-predicate re¬ 
lation, another type of relation, as determined by a calculus 
devised for relations of quantity, the assumption is made that 
reality is only of the type to which this form corresponds— 
and that is, of course, the whole question at issue. 

The point at issue here may be well illustrated by the 
endless debate waged by the monistic and atomistic logics 
over the real structure of propositions. The atomistic logic 
claims that logic deals always with propositions that are 
relational in structure and thus always analysable into simpler 
components. Thus, in the proposition, “John is mortal,” James 
may be substituted for John without changing the meaning 
of the remeiinder of the proposition. Against this the monistic 
logic maintains the opposing thesis, based largely on the usages 
of language and the principle of context, that a proposition 
is an indivisible unity, such that if any of it is changed the 
whole meaning is changed. What are we to make of such a 
flat contradiction as this? Surely it can be resolved only by 
recognizing that the opponents have different notions of reality 
in mind and that the issue is nowhere actually joined. It is 
clear for one thing, I think, that the dispute turns partly at 
least on the meaning of that meaning which one theory says is 
unchanged and another says is changed. In some propositions 
there may, perhaps, be substitution in the subject without 
changing the meaning of the remainder of the proposition, 

of A as ‘red’ is a predicate of ‘rose.’ That the latter is a simple quality and the 
former a spatial relation does not affect their common similarity of inhering as 
predicates in their subject.” He then continues: ‘‘Whether or not the Aristotelean 
mlaphysies is properly chargeable with neglecting the types of external quantita¬ 
tive relationship which modern science finds fruitful, it does not seem to me 
that the Aristotelean hgic is impugned either in its intrinsic validity or in its 
status of logical priority to any more specific logic of relations.” 
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but in others it certainly is not so. Change, for instance, the 
proposition, “John is noble,” into the proposition, “This 
building is noble.” Surely the meaning of the predicate “noble” 
is changed. We are in quite different universes of discourse. It 
is possible to say that the remainder of the proposition is un¬ 
changed only by ignoring completely one of its most important 
aspects, namely, allusiveness or connotation. This is, of course, 
what the atomistic logic does, for meaning is here understood 
only in the denotative sense. On the other hand, it is this very 
allusiveness of terms, which for the other logic alone expresses 
the internal relatedness of things in the real world, which is 
for it the inmost character of reality. 

The purpose of the introduction of this dispute over the 
real nature of the logical proposition was not to take sides in 
the dispute, but rather to show how the whole question of the 
relation of logic to reality is begged. This pelitio principii is, 
moreover, when one comes to examine it closely, but a special 
form of the more general fallacy involved in all ontological 
logics. These logics, we found, define their subject as the science 
of the real in its most universal aspects, and then proceed to 
determine what is genuine or bona-fide logic in terms of some 
antecedent prejudice as to the nature of the real. The charge 
that our natural logic is not moulded on the real simply begs 
the whole question as to the nature of the real. 

But let us return, now, to the primary question of the relation 
of logic to language. The entire proposal to divorce logic from 
language is based on the assumption that our natural language 
is not moulded on reality. The same charge is made by thinkers 
who have totally different notions as to the nature of the real— 
by a Russell or a Wittgenstein on the one hand, and by a 
Bergson on the other—a fact which seems to suggest an antece¬ 
dent prejudice in both cases. Be that as it may, the same general 
assumption as to the nature of language is made, namely, 
that it is something external, artificial, attached to objects, 
“ill-fitting clothes,” as Wittgenstein expresses it. In both cases 
it is assumed that a language which is merely “the cries of the 
forests, corrupted and complicated by arrogant anthropoid 
apes,” cannot conceivably be anything but a practical instru¬ 
ment of adaptation to environment, and cannot therefore 
“correspond to reality.” 
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This neo-nominalism, as we shall call it, is the deepest root of 
modernism in all its forms. It is, to be sure, but the old 
nominalism put in terms of a merely biological or behaviouristic 
conception of the mind, and, like all nominalism, it begs at the 
beginning the very question which a philosophy of language 
has to solve. It assumes that language is something external 
to the real, whereas, as a matter of fact, language is the veiy 
condition of there being any significant reality whatever. Any event 
or object that is more than a mere diffused consciousness has 
language as one of its necessary conditions. In this sense 
language creates reality—in the only intelligible sense of the 
word “real.” He who talks at all must be a realist. Realism, 
as opposed to nominalism, is the condition of any intelligible 
communication whatsoever, and such communication is the 
presupposition of any philosophy whatsoever. No one doubts 
that some critique of our natural language is necessary, but the 
reality created for us by language cannot be condemned out 
of hand as unreal or illusion without begging the entire 
question of a philosophy of language. As the postulate of the 
potentiality of logical form in natural language is the condition 
of any intelligible logic, so the presupposition of reality is the 
necessary postulate of any intelligible language.* 

The principle I have been insisting upon here may be stated 
in the following general form. Logic is reflected thought; but 
all that is reflected presupposes the spontaneous. The reflected 
cannot negate the spontaneous on which it rests; it can only 
clarify it and determine its true direction. If logic is the 
morality of thinking, then for logic to seek to free itself wholly 
from the linguistic forms in which human thought and dis¬ 
course express themselves spontaneously is a highly immoral 
proceeding. If logic is the technique of intelligibility—the 
science of the conditions of intelligible discourse, of those 
values which must be acknowledged if the very distinctions 
between the real and the unreal, the true and the false, are to 
have any ultimately intelligible meaning whatsoever—then 
surely for logic to negate the fundamental linguistic forms in 


* The recent work of Ogden and Richards, The Meaning of Meaning —the latest 
contribution to the philosophy of language in English—while valuable in many 
ways, is in its fundamentals just such a monstrous begging of the question 
throughout. 
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which this discourse primarily expresses itself can mean only 
that logic ceases in the end to express anything truly significant. 

It is not surprising that a completely consistent carrying out 
of this ideal of the divorce of logic from natural language has 
led some at least to the conclusion that we can neither ask nor 
answer intelligibly questions about anything that we really 
care very much about. And yet just this paralysis of speech is the 
inevitable consequence of this neo-nominalism that underlies 
modernistic logics. Now, I think I can understand how, under 
the influence of some prejudice as to the nature of the real, 
one can deny these necessary assumptions of both language and 
logic. But I confess my complete inability to understand the 
mentality of those who can entertain a conception of logic 
as the essence of philosophy, and then entertain also a concep¬ 
tion of logic that compels them to call almost everything that 
philosophy has hitherto sought to express inexpressible, and 
which relegates almost all the significant things in the natural 
language of metaphysics to the realm of the mystical and 
unintelligible. It is one thing to say that intelligible speech 
must be logical; it is quite another thing so to define logic as to 
make a large part of our speech say nothing.' 

The condition of intelligible communication is, indeed, 
logical form. Such form is so woven into our speech, and even 
into the play of our ideas, that it is impossible to utter a phrase, 
or to call to mind images of the past or future experience, with¬ 
out throwing them into the forms which we call logical. To 
say that a fact is not of logical form is to say that no significant 

> It is sometimes difficult to realize just how far this curious mentality has 
really gone. Some protagonists of the “new logic** have actually persuaded them¬ 
selves that “our mental nature has so changed’* that, while Aristotle, Leonardo 
da Vinci, and even Newton and Huxley, would all have understood each other 
perfectly, anything like an understanding between minds such as these and 
those of the modernist type, such as Bertrand Russell, Einstein, et aL, could 
now be attained only with the greatest difficulty. “Natural science,” we are 
told, “at its present height of development, does not any longer know what to 
do with the old categories of language. ... If our language was at the same 
state of development as our science all the old categories would be abandoned. 
We would have then a language in the making that only a small part of mankind 
could understand.** Now, this is by no means so funny as it sounds. Many moderns 
find themselves in the embarrassing position of being unable to translate their 
latest intuitions into the normal speech of man. It is not surprising that in their 
embarrassment they should take refuge in a wholesale condemnation of all that 
men have hitherto thought and said. Unfortunately it never occurs to them to 
examine their own assumptions. 
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assertion can be made about it; is to say that it is not a fact. 
Such a “fact” is placed beyond the reach of thought or intel¬ 
ligible expression of thought. But this truth, important as it is, 
has as its reverse side another truth, no less important and no 
less inevitable—namely, that an intelligible logic is one that 
must be interwoven with our natural language. To free logic 
wholly from linguistic form is really to say that logic is not the 
necessary form of significant expression, for by the very divorce 
of logic from language. many things that are capable of 
significant expression in language are placed outside logic, 
and many questions which language can both intelligibly 
ask and intelligibly answer are ipso facto excluded from it.» 


X 

The theory of the relation of logic to natural communication 
here developed gives us the key, I think, to the answer to our 
second question, the sense in which logic may be said to be the 
“essence of philosophy.” The true sense, and the only sense, 
in which it may be said to be such, is that it is the Moral des 
Denkens — the morality of intelligible communication. 

This may be seen first of all in the role of definition in 
intelligible discourse. Definition is universally recognized as 
one of the chief chapters in logic, and theories of definition are, 
therefore, more or less diagnostic of our general theories of the 
nature and function of logic. Now, definition, with its uni¬ 
versally acknowledged obligation to clearness and definiteness, 

* In the volume entitled Mind (London, 1927, by various authors), Professor 
F. A. Lindemann asks the question, whether it **can be maintained that an 
alternative to our ordinary logic is unthinkable?” He answers that ”the attack 
upon the citadel will indubitably be launched; whether it will prove successful 
the future alone can tell. For more than a hundred generations defences have 
been subconsciously prepared. The most important, perhaps, is language. . . . 
Aristotelean logic is enshrined in the structure of the sentence, the temporal 
indefinable in the conjugation of the verb. The symbolism of the mathematician alone 
has remained free. No other, probably, can usefully devote itself to the problem^' (italics 
mine). In this last sentence is the whole sum and substance of my contention. 
As the symbolism of mathematics alone can usefully devote itself to the problem 
at all, so by that very fact are the limits of the enterprise determined. Except as 
an extension of the symbolism of mathematics, an alternative to our ordinary 
logic (so far as human communication in general is concerned) is, I rather fancy, 
unthinkable. 



THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 


124 

indicates at once the relation of logic to intelligible communi¬ 
cation and to philosophy. 

It is, first of all, only when ambiguity is felt that logic 
presses upon us the necessity and obligation of definition. 
The natural indefiniteness and fluency of language are actually 
the first law of communication. But this natural fluency must 
never reach the point of ambiguity. The law of identity, 
which ambiguity violates, must be acknowledged as the neces¬ 
sary condition of intelligible communication. In a sense all 
definition is verbal, the distinction between verbal and real 
definition being relative. In a sense all definition is “stipulated” 
—in the sense, namely, that it rests upon purposes and values 
that must be acknowledged. But there is another sense in 
which this is not quite the case. There is a sense—and a very 
important sense—in which there is what is called the “proper” 
meaning of a term, in which the distinction between verbal 
and real definition is a valid one. It is admitted by everyone 
that to stipulate a meaning of a term that diverges too com¬ 
pletely from the “customary” meaning is not convenient. 
But what is often not realized is that there comes a point at 
which such variation ceases to be merely inconvenient and 
unpragmatic; it becomes unintelligible. It leads to a contra- 
dictio in adjecto, in which intrinsic incompatibility between the 
subject and predicate of the defining proposition destroys the 
meaning by an implicit denial. < 

The function of definition as here suggested is, I think, 
diagnostic of the function of logic in general. As with the func¬ 
tion of naming things, so with the function of relating them, 
with syntax, the principle that reflected thought presupposes 
the spontaneous, and cannot deny it in any absolute sense 
without ultimate unintelligibility, holds good. No doctrine of 
relations that turns into appearance or illusion the fundamental 
relational categories of substance and attribute and cause and 
effect can ultimately escape creating a complete chasm between 
logic and normal communication of meanings. 

The function of logic in general has been suggestively 

> This point will be discussed at length in Chapter V, in which the conditions 
of philosophical intelligibility and the nature of the philosophical idiom will be 
gone into fully. Here I will merely note that the notion of the proper meaning of 
a term has a definite and intelligible meaning which it is important to retain. 
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likened to the rdleof natural selection in the process ofbiological 
evolution. Instead of being the creative thing, in this case the 
truth-creating thing, logic, like natural selection, is merely 
the occasional determinant and the directing function in 
thought. Misleading though the figure may easily become if 
pressed too far, it has this value, that it emphasizes the view of 
the nature and function of logic on which various logics alone 
can agree—namely, that while the fundamental laws of logic 
are the necessary conditions which every judgment that makes 
the claim to truth must meet, they are not the sufficient con¬ 
ditions. Otherwise expressed, whatever else intelligible dis¬ 
course may be, it is not intelligible unless the elements of that 
discourse are related by logical connections. Whatever else 
an intelligible world may be, it is not intelligible unless the 
concepts in which that world is conceived are related logically. 
To present in language anything whatever that contradicts 
logic may be “as impossible as in geometry to present by its 
co-ordinates a figure that contradicts the laws of space, or to 
give the co-ordinates of a point that does not exist.” But it does 
not follow that we may not present in language things that have 
other conditions of intelligibility and intelligible communi¬ 
cation besides those of logic. This is the whole sum and sub¬ 
stance of my contention. 

But all this is but a way of leading up to our final problem, 
that of the relation of logic to philosophy and metaphysics— 
the problem set us by the criticism which modernist logics 
pass upon the fundamental categories of our natural language, 
and therefore upon the natural metaphysic that is bound up 
with it; and, above all, the problem set by the two chief 
tendencies in philosophical modernism—of those who would 
make logic the whole of philosophy and of those who would 
have philosophy turn its back on logic. For it is, after all, these 
questions that have been chiefly at issue throughout our dis¬ 
cussion. 

The detmls of this question will be taken up at many points 
in the following chapters. Here we shall merely formulate the 
general principle which emerges from our present study. We 
found that because a special calculus of relations has been 
developed in logic for certain specific purposes, it does not 
follow that the more universal logic of predication has been 
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either excluded or superseded. Similarly, I sec no good reason 
why, because for the special purposes of the mathematical 
sciences a new idiom has been made, the more fundamental 
idiom of metaphysics should hereby be superseded. The 
necessity of such a position can be argued only by one who has 
already assumed the right of reflective thought to negate the 
spontaneous activity of mind which it presupposes—the right 
of a special logic, devised for special purposes, to extrude or 
supersede the more fundamental categories. 

Now it is on the assumption of this conflict of the reflective 
with the spontaneous that the two distinctively modernist 
theories of the relation of logic to philosophy or metaphysics 
are based. For the one, logic, in the narrow and specialized 
sense of the term, is the whole thing, and the chief function 
of philosophy is the negation of the spontaneous activity of 
the mind; for the other, the spontaneous and intuitive is the 
whole thing, and the essence of philosophy consists in turning 
our backs on logic. It seems certain that neither of these 
extreme positions can be right. It seems equally certeiin that, 
if the conception of logic here developed is valid, neither is 
necessary. 

Logical analysis and dialectic are indispensable in philo¬ 
sophy, but, however indispensable, they can play only a sub¬ 
ordinate part in the solution of the problems traditionally 
assigned to philosophy. Their indispensable character has 
already been shown. Whatever else philosophy and meta¬ 
physic may be, they are intelligible expression of meanings, 
and we cannot express ourselves intelligibly except in logical 
form. On the other hand, by its very nature, logic is subordinate. 
By this I mean that intelligibility, as determined by logical 
form, is only one of the conditions of philosophical intelligibility, 
as reason, in the sense of logical analysis and dialectic, is one 
aspect of a larger conception of reason. “Dialectic,” says 
Bergson, “is necessary to put intuition to the proof, necessary 
also that intuition should break itself up into concepts and so 
be propagated to other men. But all it does, often enough, is 
to develop the result of that intuition that transcends it.” To 
the general principle embodied in this statement I see no 
reason to take serious exception. It is in its essentials the view 
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of the relation of logic to philosophy that I have been attempting 
to develop. The sharp contrast of intuition with dialectic 
involves, to be sure, further consideration.' Here I will merely 
note that this is also the essential position of traditional philo¬ 
sophy. No representative of the Great Tradition has been 
without some doctrine of intuition. On the other hand, none 
has separated intuition wholly from intelligence and reason. 
Intuition does not negate intellect and logic, but is rather its 
culmination and fulfilment. For them all, generally speaking, 
knowledge begins With the natural light of intelligence, 
confused and darkened though it may be. To become definite 
and expressible this knowledge must become discursive, break 
itself up into concepts. Only so can certitude pass into evidence; 
only so can this natural light be communicated from man to 
man. But dialectic is not the end of knowledge any more than 
it is the beginning. It passes on to intuitive understanding and 
insight, which, indeed, transcend it. 

For none of them has intuition ever been anything else 
than intelligence and intellect oriented towards the good. 
Even in its lowest, biological form, intellect is, for Aristotle 
and St. Thom2is, turned towards the good unconsciously. To 
this extent the intellect is practical. Reason in the narrower 
sense arises out of the necessity of making distinctions—still, 
however, in the pursuit of rational good. It is at this stage that 
the intellect sometimes loses its natural direction, and turns its 
back on the spontaneous thought, on the initiatives on which it 
lives. It is only when it transcends the discursive, through 
intuition of essence, of metaphysical perfection, that it knows 
its real nature and its ultimate end. 

“The spirit of logic is love and the spirit of value is logic.” 
This, if rightly interpreted, is, I agree with Bosanquet, the 
essence of the Great Tradition. But it must be rightly inter¬ 
preted. The spirit of logic is love, but this can be true only in 
case the intellect, with its logic, is actually oriented towards 
the good or value. One cannot love space or matter. If the 
intellect and logic were really directed towards these, as some 
maintain, we should all be misologists. Nor can one really love 
“simples” and neutral entities; although, it must be confessed, 
& highly sophisticated liking for them can be cultivated, as 
* See Chapter V, pp. 184 fF. 
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for many other forms of mental caviare. If the intellect were 
really exclusively bent in their direction we should all make 
superhuman efforts to unbend it. Neither can one love merely 
logically consistent wholes, although a nisus towards totality 
is an element in love as it is in life. If the intellect were exclu¬ 
sively oriented towards logical consistency in this sense, 
disorientation would be the goal of all. The spirit of value 
cannot be logic, if logic is identified with this alone. 

But the intellect is not exclusively directed towards any 
of these things, relatively significant and valid though they 
may all be. What the intellect can love—and he who forgets 
that there is an amor intellectus has forgotten the first premises 
of philosophy—is truth alone, and truth is as unlovable as it is 
ultimately meaningless, unless it is connected with the “good.” 
Ens est mum, verum, bonum. Deny this major premise of the Great 
Tradition—and its denial, in one way or another, is precisely 
the root of all distinctively modernist philosophies, and a-logism 
is not only our natural refuge but the predestined goal of all 
our thinking. 

A modern interpretation of this ancient axiom is the subject 
of the next chapter. 



CHAPTER IV 


METAPHYSICS AND VALUE THEORY 


For you have often been told that the essential Form of the Good is the highest 
object of science, and that this essence, by blending with just things and all other 
created objects, renders them useful and advantageous. . . . 

Then admit that in like manner the objects of knowledge not only derive 
from the Good the gift of being known, but are further endowed by it with a 
real and essential existence; though the Good, far from being identical with real 
existence, transcends it in dignity and power. 

Plato, The Republic^ Book VI 

The recognition that givenness of the objects and their existence involves 
valuation seems to me the first step towards a theory of values. 

Hugo MUnsterberg 

Die Metaphysik macht es sich zur Aufgabe die gesamte Welt, in der es Wirk- 
liches und Werthaftes giebt, einheitlich zu deuten. 

Rickert, System der Philosophies p. 138 


I 

For one who has really lived through the thinking of the 
modern world the ‘^problems of value’’ have become the central 
problems of philosophy as it presents itself to-day. ‘Tn the 
last resort,” says Mr. Belfort Bax, “all problems of metaphysics 
may be said to resolve themselves into questions of value—I 
do not mean of practical value, in the sense in which the 
pragmatists might use the term, but of value in the sense of 
relative position and importance of each element in the 
complete system of consciousness.” When it is recognized that 
“the question of the relation of the world of values to the 
world of reality is the principal question of theoretical philo¬ 
sophy,” “that the question of values is at the centre of any 
conceivable philosophy,” we have but an explicit and conscious 
acknowledgment of a long series of changes that mark off 
definitively from immediately preceding epochs the philosophy 
of the present day.* 

* F. C. S. Schiller, in his article on “Value** in the Encyclopedia of Ethics and 
Religions speaks of value as “the last of the great philosophical topics to have 
received recognition,** and of its “discovery** as “probably the greatest philo¬ 
sophical achievement of the nineteenth century,** as “still one of the growing 
points of philosophy and one which seems likely to overshadow other interests.** 

I 
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In a very real sense, of course, problems of value have always 
been the central problems. If reality or true being has always 
been the traditional goal of reflection, it is because it has 
always been assumed, tacitly or explicitly, that reality and 
value are ultimately one, or at least inseparable. This has been 
the “premise” of the Great Tradition because it is the natural 
metaphysic of the human mind. We find reality intolerable 
without raising it to the sphere of value, but we find it equally 
difficult to think value without its implying some kind of 
reality and without giving it some form of being. If, then, the 
centre of gravity of philosophical thought has recently been 
consciously moving from being to value, it is merely because 
that which has hitherto been tacitly assumed is now explicitly 
acknowledged. 

But the perennial character of these problems should not 
blind us to the extraordinary change which the definite and 
conscious recognition of their central character has brought 
about. It is scarcely an exaggeration to say that it has altered 
the entire philosophical perspective. It is not merely, for 
instance, that every treatise on philosophy now has its specific 
chapters on values, not merely that idealism is being rewritten 
in an almost new language. It is rather, still more, that we have 
come to recognize that miss the true inwardness of the episte¬ 
mological problem itself unless we realize that it is but part of the 
problem of values at largeJ"^ That which has finally marked th’fo 
definite change in perspective is precisely the concqp^i of 
intellectual and logical values with which we became faijniliar 
in the last chapter. The “recognition that the givenn/ess of 
objects and their existence itself involves valuation,” pr Wides 
a background against which, for the first time, the true i?nward- 
ness of the philosophical problem can be seen. 

It does not detract in the least from the novelty nor fn^m the 
importance of this insight that it is saying a very old thing 
in a new way. In a sense it means but the restoration ojf the 
original, and in its essentials imperishable, insight of Plaito— 
namely, that “value is the highest and last object of scien^,” 
and that it is “from value that objects derive the giftyL'Deing 
known,” and, finally, that value, “far froip beinpf^ identical 
with actuality or existence, transcends it in dugnity and power.” 
But these old sayings of Plato were hard sayings. Did he not 
himself admit in the Republic that value , or the good was the 
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most difficult object of ‘‘science’^? If modern philosophy can, 
as I believe, say these things in a new way, in such a way, 
moreover, as to make that which is difficult—even paradoxical 
—in the ancients the commonplaces of the moderns, that in 
itself is no mean accomplishment. It is the use of the modern 
idiom of values, as I shall hope to show, that makes possible 
reinterpretation of the Great Tradition to modern thought. 
But we must first learn that idiom. 

II 

“Value’’ is a very popular word just now, and for that reason, 
as Mr. E. B. Holt has said, ‘‘the theme of no end of current 
philosophical vagarizing.” But to see in it, as he does, merely 
“a sort of psychological synonym for the good” is to miss the 
reason for its popularity and for its central place in modern 
thought. A statistician of words, one of those, for instance, who 
think to determine the mind of a poet by the frequency of 
his use of certain words, might easily find a clue to the soul 
of our epoch in our constant use of the word “value.” For not 
only the fact that the word itself is in every mouth, but, even 
more, the exigencies that have forced us to coin the new word, 
are symptomatic of our epoch. Back of this “glib use of the lingo 
of values,” as one writer has rather contemptuously expressed 
it, there has, indeed, often been much vagarizing and no 
little poverty of real thought, but the mere fact of the almost 
universal use of the idiom is itself a significant sign. It may 
be said to express the entire cultural and philosophical situation. 

No one at all alive to the. present situation can fail to be 
aware of the fact that the implicit assumption of the meaning, 
significance, and value of our civilization, of our scientific, 
economic, and industrial “rationalism,” is being questioned 
on all sides. “Culture is the measure of things taken for 
granted,” and when the things, the goods, taken for granted 
are questioned, revaluation follows. This revaluation of all 
values, which we may think of as either originated or merely 
epitomized by Nietzsche, the protagonist of all modernism, 
reached its culmination in the questioning of the entire concept 
of progress in which our culture expressed itself, and of the 
entire scale or system on which that progress was predicated. 

All this is, of course, platitudinous. The important point 
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for us is that, with the problem of revaluation of values, 
attention itself is shifted from “facts” to values. The driving 
force of thought is, so to speak, no longer merely ontological 
but rather axiological. This change in the general cultural 
situation was also reflected in changes in the scientific situa¬ 
tion. Even Nietzsche’s deepest thought was given, not so much 
to the revaluation of moral and cultural values in the narrower 
sense, as to the revaluation of science and logic. The disin¬ 
tegrating effect of intellect on instinct was driven home not 
merely by the constantly increasing effect of a mechanical 
and scientific civilization, but also by the evolutionary biological 
thinking of the day. It was not long before this questioning of 
cultural values led to a revaluation of science itself, the deter¬ 
mining element in our culture. 

All this is, again, an old story, and has already been told 
in our account of the philosophy of modernism in the first 
chapter. That which needs to be emphasized here is that 
modernism, by the very conditions of its origin, must be, so 
to speak, obsessed by the problem of value. The modern man 
is constantly protesting his belief in, values, but we have a 
deep-seated feeling that he is protesting overmuch. “The 
values are there,” he insists, but he has a curious reluctance 
or inability to say just how they are there, or where it is they 
are. The situation I am trying to depict has been expressed 
in many ways, in many books and articles, but nowhere, 
perhaps, more clearly, or, indeed, naively, than in a recent 
popular article.' I choose it as my example largely for its naive 
pathos and its charming incoherence. 

The argument in this case, as, indeed, is customary, starts 
with the assumption that science and intellect have demolished 
the structure with which our values have been bound up. 
“Gone—clean gone—is the necessary rational basis for that 
whole magnificent scheme of thought which has dominated 
the Western world for over a thousand years, that compre¬ 
hensive scheme of theology and philosophy, etc. . . . But— 
and a most important but! the realities or values by which 
that construction had life—they are found to persist.” 

“The values are there/’ we are told. “... Even the complete 
mechanist cannot escape them ... he must acknowledge that 

' Julian Huxley, “Will Science Destroy Religion?” April 1926. 
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the ecstasy of beauty, the overpowering awe that sometimes 
seizes upon reflection and the rapture of love, are facts that 
have utmost value for men.” The values are there. “We find, 
moreover, that some values are higher than others—there is a 
scale of values. Some are ends in themselves and some only 
means to ends, and the higher among them, by universal 
consent, are the values of truth, beauty, love, and goodness.” 

“Science, in taking stock of the world, is brought up against 
the existence of values, and must then acknowledge that certain 
attributes of man possess the highest values known, and 
it is in this way that science is brought back to humanism. 

. . . The search for truth for its own sake, irrespective of 
apparent value; the realization of the existence of value as 
apparent facts; and then the adjustment of mental knowledge 
and of the control born of that knowledge, to the value-charged 
scheme of human thought—that is the new humanism.” 

Thus for the modern man—in the words of Miinsterberg— 
“through the world of things shimmered first weakly, then 
ever more clearly, the world of values.” This world of values 
is there; but how is it there? These values, and their reality, 
it is admitted, “have been uniformly connected with the 
traditional idealistic and spiritualistic theories of the world.” 
There are those who now “feel the need to transfer them” to 
what they call “the more solid foundations of realism and 
naturalism.” Can this be done? Can it be done without turning 
them into a realm of imagination or of useful fictions? There 
are those who hold that in order to be “enjoyed” values do 
not have to be connected with existence at all. Their character 
as values is to be immediately objective, their very being is 
to be enjoyed. To mistake them for existences is to suffer 
illusion. Can such extremes of sophistication be more than 
an interesting gesture? Surely the new humanism has its 
problems. In any case, the problem of value must, it is evident, 
be central in any philosophy that moves within the circle of 
present-day ideas. One thing has emerged with certainty out 
of the turmoil of present-day discussions. It is no longer possible 
merely to write a chapter on value at the end of a philosophical 
treatise. If the problem of values is to be introduced signifi¬ 
cantly at all it must be introduced at the beginning. This 
involves a problem of metaphysics, as difficult as it is ultimate. 
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III 

The problem of value is, then—evidently Plato was right— 
the most difficult task of all human “science.” Unless, forsooth, 
it is not a problem of human science at all! 

To many philosophers, it is true, there seems to be no special 
problem here. “The question of value,” writes Creighton, “has 
never seemed to me to be a special ‘problem’ capable of special 
treatment and solution.” In a sense this is doubtless true. All 
the great philosophies have been value philosophies, and the 
“axiom” of the inseparability of value and reality, the ultimate 
“premise” of the Great Tradition, has as its consequence the 
inseparability of axiological and ontological questions. But in 
another sense it is a special problem—so special, in fact, that 
for it the modern philosophic consciousness has found it 
necessary to create a new term, namely. Axiology. In one 
sense. Axiology, or the theory of value eo nomine, may be merely 
a collective name for a group of problems, psychological, 
epistemological, and ontological. In another sense, it expresses 
an entirely new situation in philosophy. It foeuses the entire 
group of problems into one—the metaphysical status of values. 

A serious difficulty in the way of the solution of the value 
problem is the widespread ambiguity in the use of the word 
“value.” The question of definition has accordingly bulked large 
in modern discussions. This is not merely the result of the 
popularity of the word and the vagarizing that has accom¬ 
panied that popularity. Ambiguities there have been in plenty, 
and verbal definition, here as elsewhere, is the condition of 
intelligible discourse.* But the problem really lies much deeper. 
The values, we say, are there, but the question of how they are 
there is already predetermined to a large extent by our definitions of 
what these values are. What is it we are talking about when 

* Space will not permit me to consider in detail the different meanings of 
value (there are, according to Dewey, at least six different meanings), or the 
heroic efforts that have been made to clear up this confusion. I shall have to 
confine myself to two fundamental issues which are determinative for our entire 
discussion. These issues are in a sense the old question of the extension and 
intension of the terms we are using, questions as to how broad we may properly 
make our term, and how much of meaning or intension that term shall carry. 
As it presents itself to us in this context, it is the question of how value is to be 
defined if the term is to be adequate for its uses in modern philosophical discourse 
as we have just described it. 
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we speak of values? The various conceptions of value assume 
that they are real definitions. 

Much discussion has revolved around the question of the 
narrower and broader use of the term ‘‘value.’* Shall we con¬ 
fine value to the so-called a-logical values of utility, goodness, 
beauty, or shall it be extended to include the logical or 
theoretical values of existence, truth, etc.? Against this broader 
concept it has been urged that it is not the customary and 
proper meaning, and is, therefore, objectionable both linguisti¬ 
cally and practically and can lead only to confusion. In a 
sense, of course, all definition is stipulated, and whether we 
shall use the term “value” in the narrower or broader sense is 
a matter of our own choice. And yet the broader use may be 
inconvenient. Its necessity will be made clear in a later con¬ 
nection. Here I will simply insist that the broader use has 
established itself in the value idiom, and is always implied in 
modern discussions of the value problem. 

Of much more immediate concern is the question of inten¬ 
sion; and here the issues are much more complicated. Shall 
value be limited to instrumental value or utility and the term 
“value” denied to experiences of intrinsic value such as the 
aesthetic—as by Pragmatism? Or is all value ultimately intrinsic? 
Shall value be defined as a psychological character, or in a 
more cosmological objective way? Shall it be defined in 
relational terms, either psycho-biological or cosmological, or 
is it ultimately indefinable, an indefinable quality or essence; 
or indefinable, perhaps, in the sense that all ultimate categories 
are indefinable, as are being or existence themselves? 

Elsewhere^ I have gone interthis entire question of definition 
in detail. Here I must confine myself to reaching conclusions 
on certain points which are fundamental for all that follows. 

We find the idea of value everywhere defined so as to mean 
a quality of anything that satisfies a need or evokes a feeling 
of pleasure. There is still a widespread prejudice which persists 
in seeing in value merely a sort of psychological synonym for 
the good. In a sense this prejudice is natural. The first and 

* Valuation : Its Nature and Laws ; but more adequately in “Value and Existence,'* 
Th Journal of Philosophy^ vol. xiii. A recent discussion of this entire question will 
be found in my article in Philosophy To-day (The Open Court Publishing Co., 
19118). 
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most immediate condition, both of the origin and development 
of ideas and judgments of value, lies obviously in human 
desire and feeling, wish and volition, and ultimately in the 
impulses and instincts and tendencies which they presuppose. 
The psycho-biological definition (and ultimately foundation) 
of values, accordingly, appears to many to be the most natural. 
It appears to them also as primary and, one might even say, 
of absolute significance. Every assertion of value, it is imme¬ 
diately evident, is at least dependent on the experiences of 
the affective-volitional life. It is these that not only determine 
the “existence” of values in the world, but also, in so far as 
they condition their existence, justify their claim to immediate 
validity. 

The psychological definitions thus seem to tell—in principle 
at least—the whole story. It is not necessary to enter into the 
details of that story; they have been told over and over again. 
What interests us here is rather the main theme of which 
these details are the developments. Now, so far as the principle 
involved is concerned, it is rather generally recognized that 
an account of values in merely psychological terms does not 
tell the whole story. It is also generally recognized that defi¬ 
nitions of value in these terms, whether analytical or genetic, 
are really circular in character. 

Why, it is asked, should fulfilment of desire or interest be 
a good? Why should pleasure confer a value? In all such 
definitions valuableness is already assumed as an intrinsic 
quality of pleasure or of fulfilment. The circularity of the 
definition appears, moreover, in still another way. The value 
of an object consists, it is said, in its satisfaction of desire, or, 
broadly, fulfilment of interest. But it is always possible to 
raise further questions which show conclusively that the value 
concept is already presupposed. Is the interest itself worthy 
of being satisfied? Is the object worthy of being of interest? 
In other words, the assumption of intrinsic value somewhere 
requires us to find the essence of value in something other 
than the terms of this definition. 

It is not strange, therefore, that definitions in psychological 
terms have often shifted to more objective biological formulas. 
Back of desire and feeling lie certain biological tendencies or 
instincts presupposed by desire and its satisfaction. So that 
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value becomes, in the words of Orestano, ‘‘a biological pheno¬ 
menon appearing in psychological form/* But the circularity 
of such definitions is, if anything, even more evident than in 
the former case. 

The genealogy of values finds its expression in the definition 
that values are adaptations to environment, relations between 
organism and environment that emerge as evolution runs its 
course. Tlie deduction of value from concepts of adaptation 
is, however, generally recognized as circular. Adaptation can 
scarcely be thought without some concept, however vague, of 
end or purpose, and end or purpose presupposes value, not 
value end and purpose. Moreover, the problem here is not 
merely that of the meaning and nature of value, but also of 
the meaning of degrees of value, of more and less. If we say 
that one thing is better than another because it is more highly 
developed, we must first assume that development is neces¬ 
sarily improvement, i.e. that there is always greater value in 
a thing in proportion to its development. This may, indeed, 
be so, but, if so, it involves an a priori relation between value 
and development which can only be acknowledged. 

The recognition of the circular character of both of these 
forms of definition is so entirely a commonplace of present-day 
thought—not only of technical philosophy, but of ordinary 
culture—that it need not be insisted upon here. Much more 
important is the recognition of the fact that part of the meaning 
of value is its validity—its worthiness to be—and that this 
cannot be reduced to existential terms. 

This situation may be expressed in several ways. It is clear 
that it does not follow that if we know what goes on in con¬ 
sciousness when we value we necessarily know the nature of 
value. It is also clear that, for a theory of value that involves 
also the question of the validity, or worthiness to be, of objects, 
a psycho-genetic account of the origin of value is wholly 
irrelevant and can afford no decisive criterion. But reflections 
such as these really go much deeper than this. Our charge 
of circularity has been directed against only one form of 
relational definitions of value. But it also holds in principle 
against any definition which is in its essence a reduction of value to 
non-value terms^ against any relational definition. 

There are those who recognize fully the circular character 
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of the psycho-genetic definitions, but who hope to escape these 
difiiculties by resorting to more objective and cosmological 
conceptions. Value is defined as the fulfilment of any tendency 
whatsoever,* not merely the fulfilment of interest nor the 
relation of a sentient organism to its environment. It is con¬ 
ceived to be a relation of harmony, or teleological dependence 
o^^ parts of the universe on each other. But here again the 
^Argument is no less circular. The deduction of value from 
concepts of adaptation or teleological dependence is clearly 
circular. On the other hand, the concept of harmony pre¬ 
supposes a whole which must itself have value on some other 
ground if the parts are to have value through relation to the 
whole. It is doubtful, however, whether we can say of the 
whole of I'eality that it has value any more than we can say 
of the whole of matter that it is heavy. 

It may, indeed, be argued that tendency is a purely factual 
category, and that, in defining value as the fulfilment of any 
tendency whatsoever, we escape the circular character of other 
relational definitions. Now, I am willing to admit, for the sake 
of the argument, although I do not believe it, the purely 
factual, value-free character of “tendency.” But that still does 
not save the definition from being circular. For to say that the 
furthering of a tendency is to that tendency a good is to imply 
that furthering or fulfilment is in itself a good; and why, after 
all, should it be so? f think there can be no doubt that this 
definition gets its meaning only from the assumption that 
fulfilment is better than non-fulfilment; and just as little doubt 
that this assumption can be questioned. In any case, value is 
assumed, the value relation “better than” being already 
assumed in the definition. 

To this it is answered: “Good is no doubt a different notion 
from fulfilment, and therefore appears to contain something 
not authorized in the content of the latter notion. But that is 
because good or value is the relation between the fulfilment 
(or furthering) and the tendency, a relation uniquely and 
sufiiciently determined by the two.”* I am not able to see 
that this answer meets the difficulty. The relation between 

‘ W. N. Sheldon, “An Empirical Definition of Value,” Journal of Philosophy, 
Psychology, etc., vol. xi. No. 5. 

■ This is Professor Sheldon’s reply to the above criticism of his definition and 
as made by the present writer. Op, cit., p. ist 3 . 
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tendency and its furthering or fulfilment is doubtless unique, 
but that it sufficiently determines the notion good must be 
denied. It appears to do so only because the “value” notion 
is already imported into the relation—in the assumption that 
fulfilment is better than non-fulfilment. Without this the 
equating of the relation with “good” is meaningless. That 
the later stages of becoming are better than the first can never 
be more than a groundless pronouncement. 

I have laboured these purely logical points perhaps unduly. 
But I have done so for two important reasons. It is, in the first 
place, one of the few points on which the collective conscious¬ 
ness has come to a large measure of agreement. There are 
few of us who do not now see that value is a logically primitive 
concept, and cannot be deduced from, nor defined in terms of, 
anything else. In the second place, this concept of the ulti¬ 
mately indefinable character of value is of absolutely funda¬ 
mental significance when we come to the ontological problems 
of value. If, for instance, it is found impossible to reduce value 
to any form of “being,” but that the reverse reduction is 
possible, wc should have consequences of the utmost importance 
for general philosophy. 

With an objective or cosmological view of value I have as 
such no quarrel. It is my own view as it is the view of 
perennial philosophy. For Aristotle, andij|»ven more clearly for 
St, Thomas, every created thing has its own good, which it 
seeks to realize consciously or unconsciously. Value, I shall 
hold, is part of the nature of anything. The idea that any 
objects are value-free, except as a result of a wilful or purposeful 
abstraction, is to my mind an untenable conception. The 
question here is, however, merely one of definition—and of 
the possibility of reduction of value to existential, non-value 
terms. This is what must be denied. The assumption of all 
these definitions is that value is a complex derivative, and can 
be reduced to simple entities or relations of such entities. 
The category of being valued, like the category of being 
perceived or being willed, is, perhaps, such a complex, capable 
of being analysed and in the process of analysis of being 
defined. But the category of being valued is not the category 
of value. The latter is a logically primitive concept, and as 
such indefinable. 
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To this idea of the indefinability of value many objections 
have been made. It is said—and in a sense with truth—that all 
definiti<>ti is circular. However and wherever we start in human 
discoyf'se, we must start with a set of words which are unde- 
fin^, because by assumption we have no more words with 
wmch to define them. Precisely. In criticizing these definitions 
aw circular I am certainly not asking of those that make them 
me impossible; nor do I deny their right to define value as 
so and so for their particular purposes. In a sense every 
definition is a postulate. All I ask is that those who make 
these definitions of value should recognize their circular 
character—that when value is defined for a certain purpose, 
value is already presupposed in that purpose and acknow¬ 
ledged in any attempt to define it. 

Finally, to say that ultimate values, i.e. the good, the 
beautiful, and the true, are ultimately indefinable is to say 
that they are “individual” concepts, and that their nature 
cannot be apprehended by such general propositions as form 
the material of natural science, more specifically in this case 
biological or psychological science. There is no higher genus to 
which to ascribe them as a species or as examples. There are 
no simples into which they may, as complexes, be analysed. 
There are no valuable objects which may be considered as 
completely representative of these ultimate values in the sense 
that in logic certain particulars are said to be representative 
of a class. All of which means—to go back to the more general 
question of the role of the value idiom in present-day philo¬ 
sophy—that if we are to do justice to the problems of value, 
we must not prejudice our solutions of these problems by 
premature and narrow definitions, which by the very character 
they ascribe to value beg all the questions at issue.* 

* The indefinability of value means merely that we have to do here with one 
of the ultimate and underivable concepts with which we think or understand 
the world, and it shares this lack, if one wishes so to call it, with otlicr concepts, 
such as being, existence, and reality. Its indefinability means, therefore, no objec¬ 
tion to its use in philosophy any more than in the case of these other ultimate 
and inescapable concepts. To use the word in philosophy we have merely to 
make quite clear what we understand when we use the word. This takes place 
through showing its relations to meaning and existence. 
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IV 

The limitations of the purely psychological and biological 
approaches to values soon disclosed themselves to all who 
attempted to think the problem through. The recognition of 
the circularity of ^11 definitions in these terms—and, therefore, 
of the logically primitive character of value—forced new 
problems and new issues into the foreground. The contrast of 
“judgments of value” with “judgments of fact,” as it found 
philosophical expression, first of all in Lotze and Ritschl, and 
ultimately in the entire axiological standpoint, was made 
primarily in the interest of the assertion of this autonomy of 
values. All these men were saying, in one way or another, 
the values are there —independently of our scientific and theo¬ 
retical judgments about the world. But to say that they are 
there implies that they are known, that the process of valuation 
is in some sense and in some degree noetic. An epistemological 
problem thus trod close on the heels of the psychological 
problem; it was, indeed, implicit in the psychological approach 
itself. 

The consciousness of this problem registered itself in the 
doctrine of the value judgment, and the dispute over the value 
judgment is one of the most enlightening, as it is also one of 
the most confused, chapters in modern philosophy. Into the 
details of this debate I shall not enter here.’^ I shall confine 
myself to two points of importance for the general argument 
of this chapter. The first point concerns the denial, on the 
part of some, of a specific value judgment, in the sense that it 
is distinguishable from the "ordinary judgment of fact or truth. 

In a sense, of course, no one would deny that there are 
value judgments. Many of our judgments are mixed—^made 
up of factual and value judgments—and the logical form is 
the same in both cases. If I say the mountain is high and 
beautiful the character of beautiful is predicated in precisely 
the same form as that of high. To say that there are value 
judgments is simply to say that it is impossible to express 

* A fuller treatment of this entire subject is to be found in an article, “The 
Knowledge of Value and the Value Judgment,** The Journal of Philosophy^ etc,^ 
vol. xiii, No. 25; and also in an article, “Value, Logic, and Reality,** Proceedings 
of the Sixth International Congress of Philosophy^ 1927. 
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anything intelligibly without logical form. The real question 
at issue is rather whether the manifest difference between the 
two predicates involves sufficient difference between the two 
types of predication to merit the distinction between judgments 
of value and judgments of fact. 

It is said that what we call a judgment of value is either 
a mere expression of feeling (and, therefore, not really a judg¬ 
ment), or else it is actually a judgment of truth or fact. In a 
sense, also, this is true. W’e cannot make any judgment about 
anything which is not “the case.” If we say that the mountain 
is beautiful, this is, if we are dealing with judgments at all, 
as much “the case” as if we say it is high. The contrast between 
value and fact has meaning only if “fact” be understood in 
some narrower sense of the term. We are evidently not using 
fact in the impartial sense of logic, nor being in the impartial 
sense of our earlier discussion of the ontological predicates. 
We are clearly using these terms in some ex-parte sense, in a 
sense involving some ontological prejudice.' 

The real question at issue is then, I repeat, the nature and 
the extent of difference of the two types of predication. Now, 
“value” is predicated of an object by means of the same 
verbal form as quality is predicated, but there seems to be a 
very real difference in the mode of predication not brought 
out by the verbal form. When we predicate value of anything 
we pass from the mere concept of quality or essence to a 
certain bearing which this essence has on existence. It is “worth 
existing” or “ought to be.” In other words, in a predicate 
such as noble or beautiful there is, in addition to its essence, 
this unique relation to being. Now, it is undoubtedly this 
double character of the value judgment, this unique bearing 
on existence, that constitutes the differentia of the value judg¬ 
ment. It is this differentia, also, that makes value and the value 
predicate the most difficult object of science. For (to put it 
quite bluntly] how can there be a judgment of fact which is 
not of fact; how can there be a judgment of truth or being 
which is not a judgment of existence or essence, but of 
oughtness? 

The most impressive way in which this objection has been 
stated is the assertion that the value judgment is a logical 
* See Chapter II, pp. 71 ff., and Chapter III, pp. 102-3. 
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monstrosity. Take, it is said, the value judgment in its usual 
form. A is as it should be, or, negatively, A is as it should 
not be. Apparently it is a judgment because it seems to assure 
us by implication of a specific A. That an existential judgment 
is presupposed in so-called value judgments is beyond doubt, 
but one must not confuse the conditions with the conditioned. 
Such confusion can only result in a logical monstrosity. It is 
best seen in the negative form. For if A exists, it is already as 
it should be, for it cannot be otherwise. But the positive form 
is no better. A is as it should be. If this form escapes contra¬ 
diction it falls into tautology, for if A is, it is already as it 
should be. 

From this argument is drawn the conclusion that the 
so-called value judgment is not a judgment in any “proper” 
sense, but merely an expression of feeling. In my examination 
of this argument elsewhere* I have admitted that the con¬ 
clusion is perfectly valid if value be conceived as a quality. 
Qualities inhere in objects, since it is the quality that makes 
the object precisely what it is; the judgment of quality pre¬ 
supposes that the thing is not other than it is. Make value 
equivalent to ouglit to be, and call this oughtness a quality, 
and the contradiction is complete. It has, indeed, been argued 
that this contradiction holds only if value be conceived as a 
“natural” quality. For myself I am unable to make any such 
distinctions in qualities. A quality is natural or it is no quality 
at all. What seems to be meant here—at least, it is the only 
meaning that I can give to the distinction—is that value is a 
sort of tertiary quality, not natural in the sense that the 
primary and secondary qualities are. In that case value becomes 
but a psychological character which an object acquires through 
its relations to the interests of a subject, and there is then no 
point in calling it a quality; we should call it rather the 
“expression of feeling,” which in that case it really is. 

We seem, then, to have come to this point in our argument: 
either the so-called value judgment is no judgment at all, but 
merely an expression of feeling; or else value as it is cognized 
in the value judgment is not a quality in any sense, but is 
rather, as I have described it in other connections, an objective, 
or a unique form of objectivity. To bring out the grounds 

* “Value and Existence,” Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, ek., vol. xiii. No. 17. 
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for this position it will be necessary to analyse the act of 
judgment itself more fully. 

Judgment is too often conceived as merely the bringing 
together of a subject and a predicate in a relation. But a 
deeper analysis always discloses a more fundamental “reflexive 
act” that recognizes or acknowledges “that it is so.” Truth 
and existence are acknowledged in this act, and we express 
this fact by saying that these predicates are not adjectival but 
attributive. Now, in the so-called value judgment we have a 
similar situation. Deeper than the mere bringing together of 
subject and predicate is the act that acknowledges “that it 
ought to be,” or “is worthy to be.” This meaning, ought to 
be, this unique bearing on existence, is an object solely of 
acknowledgment. In the judgments, this mountain is beautiful, 
this character is noble, there is the bringing together of subject 
and predicate precisely as in any judgment, and in so far 
value judgments are the material of logic. But the meaning of 
the predicate, its connection with reality, is different from that 
in other types of judgment. When I say that the mountain is 
beautiful or the character is noble, part at least of the implica¬ 
tion of that judgment is that I acknowledge that it is worthy 
to be, that it is as it ought to be. 

The point I am trying to make is really very simple. We 
have already seen that, despite similarity of verbal form, the 
predication of value to an object is different from the adjectival 
predication of a quality. We now see that it is also different 
from the attributive predication of existence. Although like 
the latter, in that it includes the element of acknowledgment, 
it differs from it in that it attributes, not being in the sense 
either of existence or subsistence, but worthiness to be. This 
difference is of such character and degree as to have required, 
and in my mind to have merited, novelties in terminology. 
This oughtness, or worthiness to be, has been called validity, 
a dignitatioe (Meinong), or, in my terms, the “value objective.” 
Space will not permit me to rehearse here the arguments for 
my own position. For the purposes I have in mind here it is not 
necessary. The name is of secondary importance if the fact itself 
is recognized. For it is precisely this fact—this difference which 
we have been pointing out—^which determines to a large degree 
the more ultimate question of the relation of value to being. 
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This leads me to the second point of importance for the 
general argument of this chapter. As I pointed out, the doctrine 
of the value judgment expressed the growing consciousness of 
the objectivity of value; it registered the sense that the values 
are there independently of our scientific and theoretical judg¬ 
ments about the world. But for the philosopher it is not 
sufficient merely to assert that the values are there; he must 
also be able to say where they are and how they are there. 
It is evident that the whole problem of the ontological status 
of value is already involved in the problem of the value 
judgment. This problem we shall take up specifically in a 
later section. Here we shall confine ourselves to the problem 
of objectivity merely as it is related to the problem of knowledge 
of values. 

In the analysis of the value judgment it was pointed out 
that deeper than the mere bringing together of subject and 
predicate is the reflexive act that acknowledges that it “ought 
to be,’’ that it is “worthy to be,” and that the unique relation 
to being that constitutes the essence of value is an object solely 
of acknowledgment. It is now necessary to make clear what is 
meant by this statement. By the use of the term “acknow¬ 
ledgment ” {Anerkennen) it is intended to bring out two aspects 
of the unique character of value. In the first place, while 
valuation is noetic, this noetic character is not describable as 
any kind of perception, intuition, or apprehension of a quale^ 
but only as the recognition of, or assent to, a form of objec¬ 
tivity. In the second place, the status of this objectivity is not 
describable in terms of ontological predicates, such as existence 
or subsistence, but only in terms of a validity. In the case of 
value its being is its validity. Values are there, but in quite a 
different sense from that in which objects cither of perception 
or of conception are there—^in the sense, namely, that their 
acknowledgment (mutual acknowledgment, as we shall see) 
is the necessary condition of all intelligible communication— 
even, as we have already seen, of the communication of the 
meanings of the ontological predicates themselves. In this 
sense value is above all ontology,' 

* It is not surprising that the value concept should have introduced great 
perplexity among the “realists** and have led to greatly divergent theories. 
Shall we, with some, hold that value is merely a psychological character which 

K 



146 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

The introduction of the term “acknowledgment*’ at this point 
affords the proper occasion for making clearer the meaning 
of a concept we have already used and one which will become 
increasingly important throughout the coming discussions. Its 
use raises certain questions which must be definitely settled at 
this stage of our study. 

Both the necessity and the significance of the term can be 
best shown, I think, by the consideration of certain questions 
which arise in connection with our position that value is 
ultimately indefinable. When terms are indefinable we may 
always indicate, it is said, that for which they stand by 
“pointing.” Thus we may be asked to point to what we mean 
by the term “value.” In such a demand it is assumed that just 
as we can point to the object or quale red, itself indefinable, 
so we can point to similar cases of value. Nothing can, to my 
mind at least, be further from the truth than such an analogy. 
When, for instance, Sidgwick asks what it is that alone is good 
or intrinsically valuable, and finds it wholly and alone in a 
pleasurable state of consciousness, he assumes that good is 
something we can find, point to, like a sensation or a sense 
quale. It is, of course, nothing of the sort. It is not an entity 
to be pointed to; it is a meaning to be acknowledged. That 
character of value, that something is worthy to be, or ought 
to be (what I have ventured to call an objective), is something 
that can only be acknowledged. The identification of value 
with a pleasurable state of consciousness, for instance, is 
intelligible only in case that meaning is acknowledged by 
those who experience the meaning of the good, which notori¬ 
ously it is not. 

an object acquires only by a relation to the liking or disliking of a sentient 
subject; or, with others, that it is an indefinable that attaches to existents in 
much the same way as natural qualities such as a colour? Or shall we hold, with 
still another group, that values are qualities that attach only to essences rather 
than existences, cither physical or psychical; that their being is to be enjoyed, 
and that to mistake them for existences is to suffer illusion? It is fortunately not 
necessary for our purposes to enter into this interminable debate among the 
realists, which, after all, has significance largely, if not wholly, within the special 
circle of ideas in which their thinking moves. It is enough to point out here that 
all these difficulties, largely artificial in character, arise out of the false assumption 
that value is a quality, and out of the failure to recognize the intrinsic difference 
in the two types of predication. With this assumption it becomes necessary to 
ascribe to value some kind of being and the perplexities we have noted become 
inevitable. 
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Such acknowledgment, it is said, however, is a hybrid 
construction—a fusion of mere emotional expression and 
judgment, of feeling and knowledge. Valuation, though not 
independent of knowledge, is other than knowledge. I cannot 
understand how anyone can say this. Knowledge, in any 
intelligible sense of the word, is impossible without acknow¬ 
ledgment, acknowledgment of the values presupposed in any 
distinction between the true and the false, the real and the 
apparent. But it is equally true that there is no acknowledg¬ 
ment without knowledge in some sense of the object or 
objective acknowledged. These tw'o theses of Axiology are 
equally incontestable. 


V 

We have been considering the epistemological problem of 
value in that form in which it has chiefly presented itself in 
the ordinary discussions of value—namely, in the form of the 
question of the subjectivity or objectivity of values. But this 
problem was to appear at still another point, even more 
significant—namely, the question of the valuational character 
of cognition, “the value character of the theoretical.” 

Thus far the question was chiefly that of the objectivity or 
validity of what are called the a-logical values, the useful, the 
good, and the beautiful. In fact, for most thinkers the term 
“value” had meant merely these. But it was not long before 
truth was spoken of as a value and the term “logical values” 
entered into the discussion. It is at this point that the question 
of the narrower and broader use of the term arises. In a sense, 
of course, no one would deny that truth and existence are 
values. The unexpressed assumption of all logic is that truth 
is better than untruth, the postulate of all science and philo¬ 
sophy, that reality is of more value than appearance. This is 
simply a part of the general fact of the orientation of intellect 
towards value, the value-centric predicament of our earlier 
discussion. But that is not the real question at issue. It is not 
whether truth and existence have value, but whether they are 
values. The real question is the relation of logical validity to 
value. 
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As thought went more and more deeply into this problem 
it became ever more apparent that so-called a-logical values 
could not be separated from the logical. The two hang together, 
and if they do not, they “will hang separately.” It became 
clear that if value is a logically primitive concept, so also is 
validity. Not only do the concepts of truth and reality, if they 
are to have any meaning, presuppose that truth is better than 
error, reality better than unreality—in other words, that such 
distinctions are value distinctions—but truth and reality them¬ 
selves are values to be acknowledged, rather than existents 
or even subsistents to be merely apprehended. In short, 
philosophy began to talk of the “value character of the 
theoretical.” In addition to saying that valuation is noetic 
it also said that cognition is valuational. 

This conclusion forced itself on modern thought in the 
following way. Even from the psycho-biological point of view 
truth must be considered as a form of value. For is not 
knowledge itself, on this view, a form of adaptation? Any 
merely naturalistic validation of values (and as we have seen, 
the psycho-biological point of view always assumes their 
validity) goes back ultimately to life, to the original complex 
or organic forces and tendencies which, in their totality, we 
call life. In this manifold of tendencies called life, the element 
of knowledge is present, but from the naturalistic point of 
view it plays only a subordinate role. It is only one tendency 
among other tendencies, represents only one instrumental 
value among other values, and has not yet developed autonomy. 
From this point of view it is completely in the service of the 
all-powerful biological life and its purposes. This service is its 
validity and its sole validity. But precisely here we see that 
the circle evident in all merely biological definitions of value 
is a fortiori present when we consider the values of knowledge. 
For if knowledge, and the logical values upon the acknow¬ 
ledgment of which knowledge rests, get their significance 
solely through their “teleological” relation to “life,” surely 
life itself must get its significance from absolute values which 
it embodies or realizes, or knowledge itself loses all genuine 
significance, ceases to be genuine knowledge or bond-fide logic 
in any sense of those terms. It was precisely this situation we 
had in mind in our examination of the pragmatist’s logic and 
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of the pan-fictionism in which any merely psycho-biological 
conception of knowledge and its values must issue. This circle 
in Vaihinger’s thinking is one which only a theory of absolute 
values can escape. 

These things are so entirely the commonplaces of competent 
philosophic thought that one is almost ashamed of going 
into them again. In any case, this value character of the 
transcendental element in knowledge is at once the key to 
the entire axiological position in modern value theory and the 
clue to the relation of value to reality as it determines meta¬ 
physical thought. When one has once grasped the fact that every 
judgment, even the existential, involves the acknowledgment 
of a value, he can scarcely dare any longer to speak of values 
as mere matters of feeling or belief. Nor will he be disposed 
again to reduce value and validity to existence^ as all the 
existential definitions do. It may not be easy to reduce existence 
and truth to value, but it is certainly true, as Cyril Walker 
says,* that it is much easier to reduce existence to value than 
value to existence. But this problem opens up the entire 
question of the ontological status of values—the third general 
problem of our study. 


VI 

The prejudice which sees in values merely psychological 
facts among other facts has, we have now seen, been largely 
eliminated by reflection on the two epistemological problems— 
and by recognizing as a consequence the transcendent clement 
in valuation and the valufe character of the transcendental 
element in cognition. 

With this has disappeared also another prejudice, even more 
deeply intrenched—namely, the limitation of value to the 
“good” in the narrow moral sense, or more generally the 
limitation of value to the a-logical. So long as this association 
of ideas remeiined intact, Plato’s saying, that the objects of 
knowledge “derive from the good the gift of being known,” 
could be nothing but a hard saying and one unintelligible to 
the modern mind. 

This moral prejudice is, to be sure, one that dies hard. 

* The Construction of the World in Terms of Fact and Value^ chap. iii. 
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Yet, however deeply intrenched, it must be recognized that 
it is wholly modern in origin—due largely in fact to the 
Kantiaiy distinction between the theoretical and practical 
reasonyin any case, it is in complete opposition to the entire 
mojjehicnt of traditional thought. The complete “identification 
^metaphysical perfection with moral good,” which Leibniz, 
<or instance, warns us against, is one which none of the great 
thinkers has ever made. Em is for them unum, verum, bonum. 
This is the presupposition of all their thinking, but bonum as 
thus understood was never merely moral and always implied 
a perfection of a metaphysical character. 

With the elimination of these two prejudices our mind is 
now free to approach the central and ultimate problem of 
value, the ontological. We already know in a general way what 
that problem is. The somewhat lyrical protest of the modern 
consciousness, that the values are there, presents the entire 
problem in a naive way. But the philosopher wants to know 
hoxu they are there. We are here using ontological predicates, 
and we simply must know whether we are using them aright. 
Do values exist, or are they merely subsistent essences to 
which reality must not be attributed? Or is neither of these 
terms applicable? Is not their validity their only objectivity? 
Finally, we have seen that the only intelligible use of the 
predicates “real” and “unreal” involves the value character 
of these predicates. How shall we at the same time say that 
reality is a value and that values are real? Such are the 
questions as they appear in the technical jargon of the day. 
But back of these technical questions lie issues of the first 
importance for modern thought. The relation of value to 
being—the ontological status of values—we are not surprised 
to find, is the ultimate question to which all philosophers, 
realists and idealists alike, are driven. 

Do values exist? The answers are varied and contradictory 
enough. “Yes, emphatically,” is one answer. “Yes, they exist 
if they are felt. Just as much as gravitation, pressure, col¬ 
lisions exist.” On the other hand, just as emphatically, the 
assertion of the existence of values is said to be a nonsense. 
To ask whether values exist appears to Rickert, for instance, 
to be a sort of pons asinorum of philosophical thought. 

The scandal of such a conflict of opinion is to my mind 
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equalled only by its necdlessness. For the conflict owes its 
origin largely, if not solely, to equivocal meanings of the term 
“existence,” arising from those ontological prejudices which we 
have considered in an earlier chapter. For it is entirely clear 
that if we take existence in the sense of the broadest definition 
we must, of course, say that value exists, as does everything 
else in the world of logical discourse. But our statement is 
just as meaningless as it is true. On the other hand, if we 
take existence in the narrower sense, as modern thinking 
seems to demand, value cannot exist. The feeling of value 
exists. The qualities valued subsist, as does also the relation 
of value for a subject. But value as such neither exists nor 
subsists: it is simply valid. 

But let us be entirely clear in this matter. There is, indeed, 
a certain justification for our speaking of values as existing. 
There can be no practical harm in saying that values exist 
when we really mean that certain feelings, desires, or senti¬ 
ments exist. Or we may take existence in the broader sense 
and say that values exist, but they exist only for persons or 
for will—have, as it is sometimes phrased, “imperative exis¬ 
tence.” We may even say that it is not fair to ask whether 
values are relative to human feeling or are objectively real; 
they are both. When the social nature of valuation is con¬ 
sidered the alternative between objectivity and relativity to 
human feeling is unsound. All this is true enough; but it is 
evidently another question that is here at issue. Can we, 
with a proper sense of the meanings of the terms, speak of 
validity itself as existing? We cannot, I think, without evis¬ 
cerating the plain meaning, of existence. And if, philosophi¬ 
cally, we can scarcely say that value and its validity exist, 
there is just as little reason for saying that they subsist. At 
most we can mean that the qualities valued subsist, or the 
relation between value and the subject—the “value for the 
subject”—subsists. Value itself is merely valid. That is its 
objectivity.* 

It is by ways of thinking such as these that many are forced 
to the view that value and validity are above all ontology. 
With a special form of this argument, as it applies to “logical 

* A fuller discussion of this problem is to be found in my article, ^'Ontological 
Problems of Value,” The Journal of Philosophy^ etc., vol. xiv, No. 12. 
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values,” we have already become familiar in the preceding 
chapter. That such a view involves a certain element of 
paradox and is difficult to state intelligibly we found to be 
the contentipn of its critics, both realistic and idealistic. The 
same paradox is held to be inherent in the doctrine in its 
more general form. We shall undertake a detailed examination 
of these criticisms in the following section. Here we shall 
content ourselves with merely recognizing the difficulty which 
such a line of thought seems to involve. Rickert, who, perhaps, 
has followed out this way of thinking more consistently than 
anyone else, apparently feels the full force of the paradox. 
He recognizes that “it is the custom of philosophy to call any 
last principle upon which philosophy comes, reality” {Realitdt). 
From the beginning the absolute is conceptually identified 
with the real. The word “real,” when thus used, is, however, 
always used with “a certain emphasis.” “It is identified with 
the highest, deepest, inmost, most essential, or other super¬ 
latives, beyond which nothing more is thinkable.” To say, then, 
that the absolute value is merely valid and not real seems to 
contain a contradiction in terms. We might choose for it, 
perhaps, the term Wert-Realitdt. Nevertheless, Rickert continues 
to insist that clear thinking will not permit this and is content 
to leave the antinomy as it is. Yet the antinomy simply cannot 
be left in this form. Against this internal contradiction the 
spirit of man must, it would seem, for ever strive. To separate 
value and reality is ultimately contradictory, and makes all 
our thinking and its communication ultimately unintelligible. 
Some solution of this antinomy must be found, and we shall 
now make an attempt to solve it.^ 

* It is, perhaps, desirable at this point to make clear the divergence of my own 
position from that of Rickert on this point, for the reason that divergence here 
results in still greater difference on the question of the nature of metaphysics 
later to be considered. 

The line of argument here presented (developed first by Rickert in Die 
Gegenstand der Erkenntnissy and further elaborated in his System der Philosopkie, 
1921) leads him to assert the unreality of value and to speak of it as ein Irreales* 
This position results from his identification of ‘‘existence** with “reality,** already 
discussed and criticized in an earlier chapter. As a result of this he is led to 
define metaphysics, not as the science of reality as a totality, but rather as one 
which has as its object the search for a higher totality which shall combine real 
existence and unreal values. Now, I agree that metaphysics is not a science of 
real being in the sense that it is concerned with “value-free** existences. It has 
as its object “die gesamte Welt, in der Wirkliches und Werthaftes giebt, einheitlich 
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VII 

The status of value is, indeed, pre-eminently the problem 
of philosophy as it presents itself to-day. But in recognizing 
this fact ‘Ve do not,” as it has been well said, “evade meta¬ 
physics.” Nor do we “issue in a new era of thought for which 
questions of being appear juvenile simply because we have 
learned to talk about values in abstracto.^^ In other words, it 
may be that the attempt to make the category of value more 
ultimate than that of being, far from being a solution of all 
our philosophical problems, may, in fact, turn out to be an 
attempt to avoid them by means of a very patent and vicious 
abstraction. This criticism of the philosophy of validity is so 
common, and has in it so important an element of truth, as 
to require a very careful examination. As a result of such 
examination we may be able to express our own view of the 
relation of value to being more intelligibly. 

Now, that many who hold the view here criticized have 
sought thereby to evade metaphysics is probably true. It is 
certainly not the object of the present writer, for whom the 
metaphysical or ontological point of view, properly inter¬ 
preted, is not only the essence of traditional philosophy, but 
the very position which value philosophy is to enable us to 
interpret. Be that as it may, it is so understood by many of 
its critics, and it is necessary to consider their criticisms with 
the greatest care. 

The entire conception that there is something, validity^ 
which is different from existence and set over against it as 
validity and value, seems to many to contain a nonsense. 
Would it not be simply a nothing and the concept of validity 
a thing that is not? For if I set validity over against existence, 
do I not make of this non-being? What meaning or value can 
be attributed to that which is not? Are we not in a world of 
fictions? Must not everything that we think or acknowledge 
itself have being? Either validity belongs in the sphere of the 
irrational, the ungraspable, beyond thought, in which case it 
does not belong to the sphere of philosophical investigation; 

2u deuten.** But we are not justified in calling value “unreal,** or in defining 
metaphysics as a combination of real and unreal. The issue here may seem to 
be merely verbal, one of definition, but certainly much more than that is involved. 
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or it shows itself to be being, as identical with being, and any 
theory of value and validity is a theory of being. 

The issue has been well stated by Lossky in his book The 
Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, in which he attacks this position 
as it has been formulated by Rickert. “Rickcrt says that the 
object which we oppose to the judging subject is nothing, an 
‘ought’ which is not, but has timeless validity. Yet is there 
intelligible meaning in saying that anything can be valid and 
at the same time not be? Contradiction seems to be involved 
in this line of thought: and for our part we turn to the 
realistic conception of being which instinctively guides us in 
science and practical activity.”* Here speaks the “ontological” 
instinct, to be sure, but does it speak with wisdom? If Lossky 
thus turns “instinctively” to the naively realistic conception 
of being, he must either be frankly instinctive in his procedure, 
with all the “confused knowledge” that instinct involves, or 
else he must define his realistic conception. If he does the 
former, we have nothing to say to him. Life solves no philo¬ 
sophical problems and certainly instinct no epistemological 
ones. If he chooses to define the real, he must either say the 
real is everything, or else he must choose among the various 
meanings of the real. If he does the former, his answer is 
meaningless; if the latter, it involves an ex-parte definition 
involving one of the ontological “prejudices.” But such ex- 
parte definition can only be justified by an appeal to value 
that must be acknowledged, precisely the “ought” of which 
the philosophy of validity speaks. This circle, I hold, is abso¬ 
lutely inescapable. It can be broken through only by the tour 
de force of an appeal to instinct or intuition. 

But it is far from clear that there is no intelligible meaning 
in saying that a thing can at the same time be valid and not 
“exist.” In the first place it may be remarked that to set 
validity over against existence is not to negate it. Difference 
from being does not mean absolute nothing. Kant has certainly 
made us aware that besides the affirmative and negative 
judgments there is also a limitative, and that this constitutes 
no unconditional riegation, but rather only the denial of 
particular affirmations. A judgment of this type serves rather 
to disclose the possibility of an infinite manifold of positive 
> The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, 1919, pp. 246 ff. 
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determinations. To distinguish validity from being, to set it 
in contrast to being, means merely to disclose a sphere the 
peculiar character of which is not completely characterized 
by its determination as being. 

There is, then, no necessary contradiction involved in this 
line of thought. But there is also a positive meaning in the 
concept of validity as contrasted with being. Every affirmation 
of being or existence takes place from a particular point of 
view, involves the acknowledgment of a particular order and 
a particular kind of validity. In the frame of this order, 
however it may be developed and thought, every affirmation 
of existence or non-existence takes a particular place, and this 
place is validity. In truth, the case for validity is often made 
impossible by the very form in which the alternative is pre¬ 
sented by its critics. 

Would not—so the question runs—would not a validity and 
value which are different from being and set over against it 
simply be a nothing? But such a question is unreal, for the 
very test of that which is existent or non-existent, real or 
unreal, is precisely an acknowledgment of the validity of the 
judgment. In this respect the alternative here presented is not 
unlike the much more popular and famous alternative of 
freedom and determinism. We say that it is impossible that 
we should choose indifferently between two motives, for even 
then the stronger motive must prevail. But, as one can see 
with only a moderate expenditure of logieal acumen, such a 
question is unreal, for there is no other test for the stronger 
motive except the fact that we choose it. In like manner there 
is no other test between the existent and the non-existent, 
between being and non-being, than the faet that we aeknow- 
ledge the validity of the distinction. 

All this may be admitted— must, in fact, be admitted, I think, 
by anyone who cares to think things through. It is intelligible 
to say that a thing may be valid, and at the same time not be, 
in any of the definable senses of being. Yet the position fails 
to bring entire conviction, and in a sense this lack of conviction 
is justified. The language of validity is a valuable idiom—nay. 
an indispensable idiom—^but it is a highly sophisticated language 
and may easily lend itself to sophistry. The realm of validity 
is a highly rarefied atmosphere. It is necessary to be able to 
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breathe this atmosphere, but neither plain man nor philosopher 
can remain long in it. In the end we must all talk ontological 
language. 

The plain man, for instance, simply cannot use the language 
of validity. Renan observ^es that if we tell the simple to live 
by aspiration after truth and beauty, these terms would have 
no meaning to them. ‘‘Tell them to love God, not to offend 
God, and they will understand you perfectly. God, Providence, 
Soul—good old words, rather heavy, but expressive and 
respectable, which science will perhaps explain, but will never 
replace to advantage.” Nor is the philosopher in the long run 
likely to find this language any more satisfactory. While using 
the term “validity,” and finding himself compelled to use it, he 
will, nevertheless, feel tempted to add, with Professor J. A. 
Smith, “a term I do not like.” Other philosophers have shared 
this dislike. Thus Royce, speaking of this very language and 
the point of view involved, asks: “The truth is, indeed, valid, 
but is it only valid? The forms are eternal, but are they only 
forms? The universal truths arc true, but are they only 
universal? The moral order is genuine, but is it only an 
order? The concept of God is a necessary and valid idea, but 
is it only an idea?” For him the thought is intolerable—this 
indeterminateness. Can we really tolerate this view of reality 
as final? His answer is, “We cannot. 

This lack of finality does seem to inhere in the “standpoint 
of validity” as it is sometimes stated. If it belonged to it neces¬ 
sarily, this last state of philosophy would, indeed, be worse than 
its first. But there are ways of stating it which, far from being 
an attempt to avoid metaphysics, lead necessarily to it. Let 
us, then, attempt to state it again. 

That value and validity “are no strangers to being,” to use 
a suggestive phrase of Windelband, is now evident. The 
problem is whether we shall leave the relation between them 

* Ruggiero also speaks thus of this lack of finality ; “Value is a neutral concept 
oscillating between thought and being. Because of its neutral character, explanation 
of value is supposed to solve the problem of the relation between thought and 
being. But how are we to solve it? Since the neo-Kantians are unable to see 
in the categories anything except the simple fact of value, they have already 
e^austed its source. . . . They must, therefore, search for it in psychology and 
biology, and end in finding themselves in a position on which their own starting- 
point is a considerable advance.’’ {Modern Philosophy^ pp. 73-Bo.) 
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indeterminate, or whether, abhorring this lack of finality and 
following a natural bent of the intellect, we shall turn value 
and validity themselves into existences. We may do this, but 
if we do it, there remains nothing for us, we are told, but to 
give them some sort of psychical existence. “The systematic 
examination of the different fields of validity leads back to 
the valuing soul.” In this case we seem faced with the alter¬ 
native either of a return to the merely psychological account 
of values, or of resorting to a transcendental psychology with 
its concept of an over-individual subject. In either case we 
are back again in precisely those ontological prejudices which 
it was one of the chief objects of the doctrine of validity to 
overcome. 

But do we need to turn these forms of validity back into 
existences? We need not, for the very reason that they have 
never been strangers to being; they have never, except by 
processes of abstraction, been separate from existence. The 
perceptual object, the aesthetic object, the historical happening, 
the moral act—^what are these objects when the value element 
is abstracted? Things do not, indeed, have to be beautiful 
and good in order to “exist” in the narrow and abstract sense 
of that word employed by science. But things do have to be 
in relations of value, as well as in other types of relations, to 
be things in the full sense of our experiencing them as things. 
Certainly value never exists in isolation and we do not avoid 
metaphysics by talking of values in abstracto, Value has meaning 
only in connection with things, and validity has meaning only 
in connection with the communication of persons. But it makes 
a great difference whether'we think of objects existing in 
their own right and incidentally possessing value, or think of 
their value as the very essence of their reality. If the latter 
view is adopted—and it is the only view possible if we are not 
content to identify reality with some particular ontological 
prejudice—we shall cease to contrast judgments of reality 
with value judgments in any absolute sense. Nor shall we 
separate ontological from axiological problems, for on this 
view the only truly ontological judgments are the axiological. 

This notion—that the meaning and value of things is the 
very essence of their reality—represents not only the natural 
orientation of the human mind, but the true inwardness of 
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traditional philosophy. Yet even when these things are realized, 
it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to escape the feeling 
of an opposition between value and something which is not 
a value but which may possess it. A certain bent of our intellect, 
not the natural bent but one acquired as a habit, makes us 
think that there is something neither good nor bad, and 
making it good or bad is a value which thinking has the power 
to add. Value, then, becomes a predicate as opposed to the 
predicate of existence. 

The point that is chiefly overlooked by those who would 
separate an independently existing object from its meaning 
and value is that the reality and unreality of objects in any 
purely empirical sense are as much the product of the activity 
of thought as the “value’’ of objects. The question, What is 
the real? we have found to be a futile question if being is 
abstracted from value. ^ In other words, the reality or un¬ 
reality of objects will have to be called subjective, and, con¬ 
versely, the value of objects must be admitted to be objective, 
in any sense that their reality is said to be objective, if, indeed, 
their being and their value are not in some sense the same 
thing. It may still be asserted that values are subjective and 
contingent, in the sense that they are valid only as the con¬ 
ditions of the world which the human mind knows, which is 
the object of its acknowledgment and communication. But, 
since nothing can be categorically affirmed or denied of any 
other world, the assertion is not so much true or false as 
meaningless. It is only within the world of human discourse 
and communication that any of these conceptions and dis¬ 
tinctions have any meaning. Communication is the ultimate 
presupposition of any philosophy, and is above the distinction 
of idealism and realism. In such a world—the only intelligible 
world—the inseparability of value and reality is axiomatic. 

Nevertheless, it is still not easy to keep this fundamental 
insight clear. The opposition between existence and value is 
the final and most persistent form in which dualism asserts 
itself. It was doubtless this fact which led ancient philosophy, 
despite its basal principle, ens est unum^ verum^ bonum^ never¬ 
theless in practice to treat value as secondary and as an 
attribute of existence. This dualism of fact and value is, it is 
* In Chapter II, pp. 74 ff. 
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sometimes said, insoluble; the fact that value and validity are 
no strangers to being, and yet opposed, is the final antinomy of 
thought which, in the nature of the case, must remain unre¬ 
solved. According to Windelband it is the “sacred mystery,” 
marking the limits of our nature and of our knowledge. 

Now, I have no desire to minimize the real mysteries either 
of our nature or of our knowledge. Mysteries there are aplenty, 
and without acknowledging them, without, indeed, a certain 
“trenching on the mystical,” there is no intelligible com¬ 
munication of our ordinary experience, still less of fundamental 
metaphysical insights. On the other hand, there is no need to 
magnify unduly the mystery of this relation of value to reality. 
Let us see, then, what can be made of this most persistent of all 
dualisms, this final paradox of philosophical thought. 

We have seen that value and being, while no Strangers to 
each other, are not identical for thought and knowledge. For 
all willing—and thought is a form of willing—the duality of 
value and existence is an indispensable condition. If fact and 
value were identical there would be no will and no event. 
The innermost meaning of time is the inalienable difference 
between what is and what ought to be. If there are any points 
where these two come together, where they fuse in one expe¬ 
rience—and I think there are—we can know them only by 
trenching on the mystical, and can communicate our know¬ 
ledge only in figures and symbol. That there are such moments 
of insight is not only the constant deliverance of the general 
consciousness of mankind, but also the steadfast faith of the 
Great Tradition in philosophy. But while this identity is not 
attainable for thought, the '“axiom” of the inseparability of 
value and reality is thus attainable. We have repeatedly seen 
that to make any intelligible distinctions between the real and 
the unreal—^still more to communicate such distinctions— 
presupposes mutual acknowledgment of values. In the very 
conception of reality itself—of the “real thing” as contrasted 
with the unreal—^we experience, as Bosanquet says, not only 
the positive quality of absoluteness, but also that this positive 
quality is value. Not value, be it understood, as a mere 
addendum to something which of its own nature is without 
value, but value as of the very substance and essence of the 
thing. It is at this point, also, that we realize that the philosophy 
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of value is not a way to avoid metaphysics, but necessarily passes over 
into metaphysics, when the nature of metaphysics is properly under¬ 
stood.^ 

This is the main contention of this entire chapter. The 
justification of this position will be the task of the remaining 
paragraphs, its development in detail the programme of 
discussions to come. The way opened up by this conception 
of the relation of value to reality is, indeed, the path which 
many of the “new idealisms” have followed—those of whom 
I said earlier that they have been rewritten in an almost 
wholly new language. It is, therefore, pertinent to ask whether 
such a metaphysical position is necessarily idealistic in the 
epistemological sense—and thus one of the sectarian views in 
philosophy, one determined by an antecedent ontological 
prejudice. To such a question our answer must be a decided 
negative. The idea that value is not an addendum, but part 
of the nature of the perceptual, the aesthetic, or the historical 
object, may, to be sure, be based on the theory that reality 
of any kind arises from an act of mind, and, since mind is 
essentially purposive and as such oriented towards the good, 
reality, as the creation of mind, will necessarily embody value. 

» The line of thought which underlies this position has been so well stated 
by Ernest Troeltsch that I cannot deny myself the pleasure of a quotation here. 
In an account of the pilgrim’s progress of his own thinking he gives a vivid 
description of his own wrestling with the problem of value and validity. Although 
principally concerned with its bearing on the philosophy of religion, his statement 
of the problem, and the outcome of his own thinking as he presents it, arc so 
universal in their implications, and so nearly a picture of the stages through 
which thought has generally gone, that they have more than ordinary significance. 

For a time, he tells us, the merely psychological and phenomenological point 
of view concerning value was sufficiently satisfying; but only for a time. Eucken’s 
metaphysical psychology was also for a time helpful, but could not long satisfy. 
There was nothing for it but to sink himself in the anti-psychological theory of 
validity of Rickert and Windclband. As over against the merely psychological- 
biological point of view this was a means of clarification and rescue. But the 
tendency of neo-Kantianism to make all objectivity a product of the subject, 
and the transformation of reality into constructs of the subject, he found “the 
opposite of every natural sense of reality.” Here also something must be out of 
order. With this the entire mass of ideas was set in motion again. The philosophy 
of value and validity must somewhere be a transition to a metaphysics that must 
be developed from it. The movement of his thought, as he confesses, is still in 
process of becoming. That his present thinking, like that of so many who have 
gone through the processes here depicted, is in the direction of the old form, 
as represented by Leibniz and Hegel, is of secondary interest. The significant 
thing is that the philosophy of value and validity leads back to metaphysics 
(Ernst Troeltsch, in Philosophies der Gegenwart in Selbstdarstellungen, vol. ii). 



METAPHYSICS AND VALUE THEORY i6i 

But it need not necessarily be based on this assumption. All 
that is necessary is to assume the priority of communication 
to any philosophy, whether idealistic or realistic, for intelligible 
communication presupposes this relation of value to reality. 
Any philosophy must, however, make this assumption. Com¬ 
munication cannot be explained by science, for it is assumed 
in the very nature and activity of science itself. It is precisely 
the characteristic of the position here developed that it is 
above realism and idealism in the epistemological sense, and 
it is for this reason that it has been the position of traditional 
philosophy which itself transcends this modern distinction. 


VIII 

To some readers of this chapter the technical aspects of 
the preceding discussion of the problems of value will seem too 
extended; to others they may well seem not extended enough. 
To the former I must say that this much, at least, was abso¬ 
lutely necessary if the further developments of the chapter 
are to be understood. To the latter I can but hold out the 
hope that further problems will be resolved in the chapters 
to come. One thing, at least, has, I think, emerged beyond 
question from this study—the centrality of the value problem 
in modern philosophy. Let us now turn to the significance of 
that central role. 

This significance is both general and special. The general 
results of this change in the philosophical centre of gravity are 
making themselves felt everywhere in a gradual change in the 
conception of the nature and function of philosophy itself. 
The special significance is to be found in the gradual recog¬ 
nition that the problem of knowledge is itself essentially a 
value problem, and with the recognition of this fact the 
further realization that in a sense ‘‘ontology is a roundabout 
way of solving value problems,” that the great systems of 
philosophy are value systems. This special significance we 
have already considered in the chapter on logic; the general 
significance will be the main theme of the chapters that are 
to follow. 

One after another we shall take up the historic problems 

L 
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of space and time, of origin and destiny and their traditional 
solutions. We shall examine the systematic structure of tradi¬ 
tional thought and seek to reinterpret it in terms of this 
central conception. The remainder of this chapter will be 
devoted to a fuller statement of the general significance of this 
position and a defence of it against current criticism.' 

It was a significant, if inadequate, expression of this point 
of view when Lotze, in the concluding chapter of his Meta- 
physik, says: “The true beginning of Metaphysics lies in 
Ethics.” “I admit,” he goes on to say, “that the expression 
is not exact: but I still feel certain of being on the right track, 
when I seek in that which should be the ground of that 
which is.” Lotze rightly felt that the expression was not exact. 
Such an abandonment or modification of the exclusively 
ontological point of view was possible only with the recog¬ 
nition of “logical values” and of the value character of the 
theoretical. 

But Lotze was at least certain that he was on the right 
track, and if our interpretation of the inevitable development 
of modern thought is sound. History has been most kind to 
him. Not only is it the path which a large part of the more 
critical philosophy has taken since Lotze’s day; it is also, as 
I believe, gradually showing itself to be the only way out of 
the incoherence of modernism and the only way back to the 
perennial truths of traditional thought. 

To say—even in Lotze’s inadequate way—that the beginning 
of metaphysics lies in ethics, involves, to be sure, a quite 
different idea of metaphysics from that which has constituted 
the bogy of so much of modern thought. The notion of 
metaphysics as an unnatural movement of thought to an 
object beyond all experience, implies the notion that the 

* The use of the terms “special” and “general” in this description suggests 
a similar distinction made in £instein*s theory of relativity. The analogy is not 
wholly accidental and by no means as far-fetched as it may seem. The similarity 
lies in the fact that the theory of value and validity, first developed in the attempt 
to solve the special problem of knowledge, finds a wider application in the 
solution of more general ontological or metaphysical questions. The change in 
the centre of gravity of thought which makes value and validity more ultimate 
than existence, involves profound reinterpretations of the entire “natural meta¬ 
physic of the human mind.” It does not make this traditional metaphysic invalid, 
any more than the theory of relativity makes the Newtonian physics untrue. It 
reinterpets it. 
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intellect is directed towards pure being abstracted from value, 
whereas the natural metaphysic of the human mind has 
always been oriented towards value. Metaphysics is simply 
the systematic interpretation of experience with all its impli¬ 
cations. The implications of experience are not to be described, 
in any condemnatory sense at least, as beyond experience, 
although doubtless the result of metaphysical analysis and 
interpretation is to show the impossibility of identifying ex¬ 
perience with data abstracted from the transcendent values 
that give them meaning. The implications of experience itself 
include precisely those absolute values and validities which 
must be acknowledged.if intelligible communication of our 
experience is to be possible. Lotze himself put this truth in 
memorable words when he said: “The apodeictic character of 
experience itself can be ascribed only to the good (value). 
Everything depends upon the fact that an ought is there 
that sets the play of thoughts, of ground, cause, purpose, etc., 
in movement.” * Precisely this movement of thought constitutes 
metaphysics. Precisely this movement constitutes, as we shall 
see, the traditional form of philosophic intelligibility and of an 
intelligible world. 

The revolutionary character of the line of thought expressed 
in the last sentences, as, indeed, in the entire value point of 
view in philosophy, must to a degree at least be admitted. 
So also a certain paradoxical element which is naturally very 
generally felt. So conceived, philosophy would, it is said, lose 
all scientific character. Philosophy is the work of the theoretical 
intellect or it is nothing. Af\;er all, values themselves must go 
back to a theoretical foundation. Unless they are to be mere 
subjective opinion, moonshine, tliey must rest upon propo¬ 
sitions about reality, the truth of which must be independent 
of our valuations. Thus speaks “common sense,” in this case 
through the mouth of Wundt, than whom, perhaps, common 
sense has no better spokesman.* 

» Metaphysik {1841), pp. 374 ff. In the (*874) also, p. 843, we find Loize 
saying: “Wie der Anfang der Metaphysik, so liegt auch der der Logik in der 
Ethik, und zwar durch das Mittelglied der Metaphysik selber.** 

* Wundt*s criticism of philosophy as '^GuterUhrey* in his Einleit ng in die 
Philosophie (1901), pp. 37 ff., is, although one of the earliest, still in many respects 
one of the best. Its chief weakness is a failure to grasp the real meaning of the 
onception of the “value character of the theoretical.” 
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Common sense will, perhaps, always find this idea paradoxical, 
and will always strive against such an interpretation of the 
ontological instinct. But common sense, though essentially 
sound, is also confused. There are other objections, much more 
critical, which, however, amount, I think, to the same thing. 
Value, when taken by itself, is, as Creighton has said, “no 
more a complete thought than existence.” But when he goes 
on to say that “things when clothed upon with the category of 
value become more significant and in a sense more real,” 
tnere still survives—in a more subtle form, to be sure—the old 
notion of value as a predicate added to being. I cannot escape 
the feeling that all the objections to the value point of view 
in philosophy, even in their most critical form (and I have 
examined many of them), are all really but a survival of the 
old idea of value as an addendum, and ultimately as merely 
psychical in character. 

The reason for this survival, for this deep-seated reluctance 
to accept the primacy of value, arises, in the last analysis, from 
the feeling that to do so is, to use an expressive phrase of 
Cyril Walker, “to overload the value category,” or, in Croce’s 
words, “to base philosophy on something so unsubstantial as 
value.” The feeling is natural in a sense, but it can be decisive 
only for a thinker who is really still immeshed in the sub¬ 
jectivism of the psychological point of view, who has not yet 
grasped the fact that our conceptions of and distinctions 
within being have significance only within a world of 
discourse in which values are already acknowledged. One 
cannot overload the value category when it is thus under¬ 
stood. 

The elimination of these prejudices is so important for all 
that follows that I must, even at the risk of unnecessarily 
labouring my point, consider one other possible criticism of 
our view. Critics of the value philosophers have, in general, 
not sufficiently grasped their main thesis—namely, that, while 
it is possible to “reduce” truth and existence to value, the 
converse reduction is not possible. It is on this that the whole 
conception rests. There is one American philosopher, how¬ 
ever, who hsa completely grasped the point and has seen 
all its implications. His criticism of this point of view is, 
indeed, the most understanding of any yet written, and may 
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well serve as a means of bringing the whole issue to 
a head.^ 

Professor Sheldon recognizes the entire possibility of the 
reduction of existence and truth to value, but this reduction 
does not, he holds, forestall the converse reduction. It is, 
therefore, a choice between the “ontological” and the “value” 
points of view. “The only justification for our preferring either 
reduction lies in its fertility.” On these grounds he himself 
chooses the ontological point of view. It will be worth our 
while to examine this position with some care. It will serve 
to formulate, and perhaps to solve, the last problem with 
which our conception of philosophy is faced. 

Granting that a complete reduction of the categories of 
existence and truth to value is possible, “should the value 
attitude then replace the scientific and theoretical one?” Do 
we get a better understanding of the world when we put it 
all into terms of willed end, frustrated or fulfilled purpose— 
yes, even an impersonal Sollen? “Do we get a better under¬ 
standing of the world when we put it in terms of value? Does 
it help us to see more of the make-up of the universe to regard 
it in value terms rather than in the cold impersonal way of 
the rationalists?” Sheldon finds that it does not. “It gives a 
correct, though inadequate, formulation of the panorama; so 
does the existential rendering. As far as results go there is no 
ground for asserting the primacy of either value or fact.” 

The discussion from which these passages are taken is in 
every way an interesting one, and one deserving of fuller 
quotation and worthy of consideration in detail. I must confine 
myself, however, to two points—namely, his recognition of the 
equal possibility of the two reductions, and, secondly, his 
reasons for the inadequacy of the rendering of the world in 
terms of value. The latter is in a sense the crucial point, but 
it is closely bound up with the first. 

After all that has preceded we must, of course, deny the 
equal possibility of both reductions. It was, indeed, precisely 
Sheldon’s own attempt to reduce value to being which we 
found to be patently circular in form. On the other hand, 
reduction of existence to value is, on Sheldon’s own showing, 

* I refer to the discussion of Proicssor W. N. Sheldon in his recent book The 
Strife of Systems and Productive Duality^ chapter vi. 
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perfectly possible. In any case, he would have to admit with 
Cyril Walker that “there is much more basis for the sublimation 
of fact into value than for the reverse process of reduction of 
value to fact.” But suppose we were to admit the equal 
possibility of the two reductions, which is the more fertile of 
the two? Do we get a better understanding of the world when 
we put it in terms of value? 

For my own part I am sure that we do, but all depends 
here on what it is to understand the world. If by the “make-up 
of the world” is understood the discovery of some hypothetical 
stuff out of which the world is made, or if to understand that 
make-up is to generate it out of abstract universals, then 
clearly to view it in terms of value does not help us. But if, 
on the other hand, by this make-up is undentood its intelligible 
structure—the relative significance of its various qualities and 
levels—then I am quite sure that we understand it better if 
we conceive it as a system of values and validities. In fact, as 
we shall hope to show, system is a value concept and cannot 
be formed otherwise than in terms of values. 

Obviously this is a belief that can be substantiated only by 
the developments of the following chapters. Only after we have 
examined much more fully the whole idea of what it is to 
understand the world—what an “intelligible world” is—can 
we finally pass judgment on the value point of view. Only 
after we have seen this point of view at work in its interpre¬ 
tation of the world, can we determine its fertility or lack of 
fertility. We might, to be sure, make the point here that 
fertility is itself ultimately a value concept, and that in making 
fertility the ultimate and only test as between the two reduc¬ 
tions or interpretations, Sheldon has already admitted the 
primacy of the value point of view. But this is after -<il} 
perhaps, merely another instance oi5‘ despi^ “dialev^tic,” 
and it would not do to make too 445 (’^ch of it. 'cje serious 
misunderstanding of the value point of^vifew’ must, pwever, 
be exposed and answered before we leave this subject. “eojiltL, 
then,” we are asked, “the value attitude replace the scientific 
and theoretical one?’' The very form of the question exposes 
the misunderstanding that underlies many criticisms of this 
position. There can be no question of substituting one attitude 
for another. The value attitude is rather but the complete 
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development of the scientific and theoretical. It is the very 
“value character of the theoretical” itself that makes philosophy 
ultimately value theory. 

The conception of metaphysics as value theory here developed 
is, I have contended all along, the true inwardness of tradi¬ 
tional philosophy put in a modern form. The deeper initiatives 
of speculative thought have always had their roots in that 
orientation of intellect towards value which, as we have seen, 
constitutes the primal and natural metaphysic of the human 
mind. A certain tendency to fall away from this view, to make 
value secondary and adjectival, has, indeed, always been present 
even in the great philosophers. But it was not the true inward¬ 
ness of their thinking. Everything in their thought depends 
upon the fact that an ought is there, an ought that sets the play 
of thoughts, of ground, cause, purpose, etc., in movement. As 
we see this movement of thought, this natural metaphysic, 
unroll itself in the succeeding chapters, we shall become aware, 
not only how constantly they thought more truly than they 
spoke, but also how repeatedly in their better moments they 
become conscious of this orientation. For them the world is 
intelligible, and an intelligible world is always a world of 
values. For them our whole scheme of thought is value-charged, 
and this value-charged scheme is the form of an intelligible 
world. To the development of this general theme the following 
chapters are devoted. 




PART II 


THE RETURN TO PERENNIAL PHILOSOPHY 




CHAPTER V 


THE RETURN TO PERENNIAL PHILOSOPHY: THE 
CONDITIONS OF PHILOSOPHIC INTELLIGIBILITY 


“Plus veritatls inest virorum cgregiorum dictis quam vulgo putatur, ctsi quid 
insit pervidcri nequcat, nisi ea aliunde jam fucrint peispecta.’* 

Christian Wolff 

“Jede Philosophic ist notwendig gewesen, und noch ist keine untergegangen, 
sondern alle sind als Mdmentc eines Ganzen affirmativ in der Philosophic 
erhalten.** 

Hegel 


I 

Who is there that does not envy the ages of Reason in philo¬ 
sophy? Who of us would not at times gladly exchange his 
hard-won intellectuality for the greater intelligence of the 
masters? All his complacent subtlety and sophistication for 
their larger simplicities? 

One thinks of Plato. Of the irrecoverable joy with which 
he follows the natural light of a reason oriented towards the 
Good, of the almost equal confidence with which he follows 
the light of reason in myth and figure when the dialectic 
stumbles. One thinks of Aristotle—that great form that rose 
to speak the final word for Greek civilization—the essential 
inward truth of his “realm of ends”—the simplicity of genius 
that knew how to find right words for the relations of mind 
to matter, of life to thought,,of God to the world—that genius 
which makes him still the master of all those vvho really know. 
One thinks of St. Anselm and of St. Thomas—of the “onto¬ 
logical argument,” that masterpiece of magnanimous thought 
upon which the criticism of the minute philosophers has for 
centuries broken itself in vain—of the doctor subtilise in whose 
catholic conception of reason subtlety was always subordinated 
to common sense—that sublimated sensus communis which is 
but the natural metaphysic of the human mind. One thinks 
of Leibniz, of Hegel, of all those who have thought the really 
great thoughts over and over again. One thinks of these men 
and a profound nostalgia assails the soul. We would go back, 
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back to the great masters of thought—much as we would go 
back to the great masters of music—^back to certain irrefutable 
ways of thinking, back to certain intelligible and inevitable 
movements of reason which, like certain motifs of the great 
symphonies, permit themselves to be thought over and over 
again. For there is an “intelligible world”—there is an essential 
intelligibility, in art and philosophy alike, innate systems and 
relationships that are eternally right because in some way they 
embody that objectivity and universality which belong to the 
typical spirituality of the soul. 

Once in so often, it appears, the world is brought by the 
multiplicity of man’s thoughts and desires to such an intoler¬ 
able state of confusion that he loses the power of coherent 
thought and even of intelligible expression. A sense of loss of 
essential intelligibility, it is surely not too much to say, under¬ 
lies the unrest of our modernity. There are “tired radicals” in 
philosophy as well as in politics, and this weariness is but 
another word for futility. Exuberance of intellectual activity 
but covers fundamental poverty of thought, subtlety and 
brilliancy essential incoherence. I think it was Mrs. Fiske 
who said of a certain actress: “She has great intelligence, by 
which I do not at all mean intellectuality.” The possibility 
of the divorce of intellect from essential intelligence and 
intelligibility is, alas! ever present in art and knowledge, as 
it is in life. A continual redefinition of reason and reasonable¬ 
ness is the price of real intelligence. It is this redefinition of 
reason, the rediscovery, as it were, of its true and original 
course, that constitutes, if I mistake not, the one great desidera¬ 
tum of the modern world. 

Perhaps at no other time have men been so knowing and 
yet so unaware, so burdened with purposes and so purposeless, 
so disillusioned and so completely the victims of illusion. This 
strange contradiction pervades our entire modern culture, our 
science and our philosophy, our literature and our art. The 
same tendencies that have driven literature and the arts to 
the nuance and into the blind alleys of impressionism and psy¬ 
chologism, have driven thought and knowledge to relativism 
and pan-fictionism to a scepticism which has become decadent 
through its morbid association with an animal conception of 
the mind. It was Ibsen, I believe, who said of his compatriots; 
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“All these men had to fight their way to scepticism, and then 
to fight their scepticism.” The fight against scepticism has 
been a losing battle. The modern sense of futility is a sign that 
we know that we have not been able to break through. 

Modern thought has come to an impasse, and when one 
comes to an impasse there is nothing to do but to go back. 
In a sense, of course, we cannot go back. Thought is endlessly 
mediated. It is, in fact, precisely (his idea of a return to the 
primitive that constitutes one of the illusions of modernism in 
many of its forms. Nietzsche said that he took a step backward 
only that he might make a leap forward. But the leap was not 
successful. He sought to destroy old values, but the new values 
never came. Speaking of the return to the primitive in art, 
a critic of the new art cries; “We cannot go back. To do so 
we must be either children or frauds.” Nor can we really 
return to the primitive in thought—to any naive I'ealism, to 
any world of “pure experience,” or to a pre-critical dogmatism. 
To one who has once tasted criticism, uncritical thinking is 
nauseous. The entire movement back to the naive in thinking 
is as futile as it is tasteless. “Scepticism and Faith” is an 
honourable philosophical title, but when one changes it to 
“Scepticism and Animal Faith” we have one of those bizarre 
combinations in which, indeed, decadence delights, but one 
which, like so many of the intellectual dissonances that delight 
our modern ears, seems significant only because we have lost 
the sense for the deeper harmonies of thought. 

In a very real sense, in the sense of such naive reaction, 
we cannot go back. The only cure for sophistication is to be 
“twice subtle.” Not one of the ancient forms of thought in 
which the masters achieved intelligibility, a Weltanschauung, 
but can be refuted and surpassed. The ontological argument 
of Plato and Anselm, the “principle of development” of 
Aristotle and St. Thomas, the whole conception of causality, 
of the identity of efficient and final causes, upon which the 
Great Tradition rests—every one of these forms of thought has 
been refuted over and over again. More than this, and this 
is of even greater significance, we no longer seek to refute 
them ; we explain them and understand them. 

Ah, but that is just the question. Do we really undentand 
them? These ancient forms of thought, I repeat, are among 
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the best-refuted things in human thought. And yet there is in 
them something that escapes all refutation, something eternal 
as the great works of art. It is for us to think these old forms 
over again, in a new way perhaps. Part of the natural meta¬ 
physic of the human mind, as they are, it is for us to find out 
wherein their essential and eternal intelligibility lies. In a 
sense we cannot go back; but in a sense we can and must. 
We must recover again the great initiatives of reason which 
we have lost. For with their recovery will inevitably come 
those forms of thinking which are perennial, for the reason 
that they are the only fomxs in which these deeper initiatives 
can find expression. 


II 

In these introductory paragraphs has been suggested briefly 
the task which shall occupy us in the ensuing chapters. We 
shall attempt to restate some very old things in a new way—to 
put that which is irrefutable in the Great Tradition in terms 
that are intelligible to modern thought. All that has preceded 
is, in a sense, but preparatory to this task. Whatever intrinsic 
value these studies may be found to have, their primary object 
is to furnish the background for philosophical reconstruction, 
or better, perhaps, to provide the philosophical idiom in which 
these ancient truths can now alone be adequately expressed. 
We shall achieve our end all the more surely if we restate 
briefly, in a manner more suited to our present purpose, the 
chief conclusions of these studies. 

The setting free of philosophy’s energies is, we have seen, 
one of the chief demands of all those attempts at reconstruc¬ 
tion which we have described as “modernistic.” This demand 
implies, however, that philosophy is somehow bound, suffering, 
perhaps from certain external restraints or internal inhibitions, 
and that because of these philosophy has been shut off from 
its true and natural bent, and compelled to revolve about 
phantom problems. This implication is, indeed, present in all 
forms of modernism; and our psycho-analysts of philosophy 
are more or less in agreement as to the sources of these 
repressions. 
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One of the most popular theories is that of the metaphysical 
“ghosts” which from the days of Plato and Aristotle have 
haunted the souls of the philosophers. “We have,” writes a 
popular exponent of this ghost theory, “an uncomfortable 
and perturbing suspicion that much if not most of our 
philosophy and social science will be brushed aside by future 
generations as so much rationalizing.”' What single sentence 
could conceivably express more completely the repressions 
from which the modern mind is suffering? This turning of the 
activities of reason into “rationalizing” in the dyslogistic sense 
of the word, the turning of all the necessary postulates and 
presuppositions of intelligible thought and its communication 
into prejudices—the fear of “animism” that has become almost 
an obsession, the “suppression of anthropomorphic tendencies” 
which has become little more than a euphemism for the sup¬ 
pression of all spiritual initiative: what but these are the 
sources of that malaise from which we are suffering? 

A more responsible exponent of this same theory, John 
Dewey, also finds that “the hands of philosophy are tied.” 
Philosophy will recover itself, he thinks, “only when it ceases 
to be a device for dealing with the problems of philosophers” 
(problems of ultimate reality) “and becomes a method cul¬ 
tivated by the philosophers for dealing with the problems of 
men.”* In calling philosophy back to the genuine human 
problems the pragmatists have done a real service, only they 
have been singularly insensitive to the fact that it is precisely 
these problems of the philosophers that alone permanently 
hold the interest of men. The real interest, the divine libido 
of philosophy, has, to continub our figure, indeed been drained 
off from its natural movement and forced to consume itself 
in fruitless circular movements about phantom problems. But 
the inhibitions have been of our own making. Any philosophy that 
narrows the human reason to a mere pittance of its former 
self must by that very fact suppress its fundamental spiritual 
initiatives, and compel it to consume itself on insoluble 
problems. Any philosophy that contracts and degrades the 

* A popular presentation of this ghost theory is found in J. Harvey Robinson’s 
The Mind in the Making, 

* John Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy, in which one of the chief contentions 
is that we must abandon the ghosts of Greek metaphysics. 



176 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

intellect to a biological role must, instead of freeing it, end in 
enslaving it all the more completely. Enough that it does not 
understand the very spiritual initiatives that it would set free. 

Pragmatism is the last philosophy to hope to speak the 
freeing word. Yet the pragmatist’s diagnosis, though faulty, is 
not without its truth, and his cure, though worse than the 
disease, is suggestive. The abandonment of the exclusively 
ontological point of view for the point of view of value, which 
he proposes, is in the direction of the freedom from those 
inhibitions which an over-sophisticated intellectualism has 
fastened on philosophy. When we are freed from the obsession 
that the ultimate object of knowledge is pure being, abstracted 
from value, we are, indeed, freed from many of the repressions 
that this divorce has engendered and from many insoluble 
problems. With this position, properly understood, we have 
already expressed agreement. But the shifting of the philo¬ 
sophical centre of gravity from being to value must be still 
more radical than that conceived by pragmatism, if it is really 
to set philosophy free. It must involve the recognition of the 
deeper truth that the intellect itself is oriented towards value, 
and that the problems of the intellect are value problems. It 
must abandon once for all the idea that intellect thus oriented 
is “rationalization.” It must learn that, in the words of 
MUnsterberg, “the connected system of valuations is reason.” 

It is this, and nothing else, that was in the last analysis the 
burden of the preceding chapters. It was with this in view 
that we examined the so-called “prejudices of the philosophers,” 
and developed a method of distinguishing between prejudices 
and necessary presuppositions. It was with the same end in 
view that we examined the concepts of genuine knowledge 
and bond-Jide logic, seeking to determine the values presup¬ 
posed in logic itself. Our definition of logic as a value science 
was a specific expression of this view. In a like spirit we 
examined the relation of value to existence or being, and 
sought to justify, as well as to interpret, the concept of 
metaphysics as value theory. It is not, as we insisted in the 
preceding chapter, a question of the value attitude replacing 
the scientific and theoretical. It is rather the recognition of 
the value character of the theoretical itself, with all that this 
implies. 
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Such a view, it is clear, does set free the deeper initiatives 
of reason. It preserves the vitality of the ontological instinct 
by showing that, though this instinct may often have mis¬ 
understood itself, its fundamental character is, nevertheless, 
grounded in the inseparability of reality and value. In seeking 
the true values of things it finds reality, for value is of the 
very essence or substance of that reality. On the other hand, 
it frees us from all those inhibitions which arise from narrow 
and ex-parte definitions of reality and truth, and thus sets free 
the deeper initiatives of the soul. 

But this is only the beginning of a genuine freedom of 
speculative thought. There remains the re-entrance into the 
“intelligible world” of which the great masters of philosophy 
have always been the free citizens, the reinterpretation of those 
great forms of thought in which intelligible expression and 
communication have been achieved. Thus far we have 
attempted merely to show that the “prejudices of the philo¬ 
sophers,” the spiritual initiatives out of which philosophy 
arises, are not prejudices but necessary presuppositions. That 
the world is a totality in some sense, that it has meaning, 
that value and reality are ultimately inseparable—these are 
not only assumed in all the great philosophies, but are pre¬ 
suppositions without which all thought becomes incoherent 
and unintelligible. But the great forms of philosophical thought 
have gone much farther than this. They have developed 
rationalizations of the universe which have become the charac¬ 
teristic forms of the great systems of philosophy. They have 
developed the great interpretative ideas of substance, cause, 
purpose, etc.—these ideas which modern criticism has banished 
from speculative thought. It is the idea of “value” which, 
as Lotze says, sets these ideas in motion, and it is this idea 
of value which, as we shall hope to show, gives the key to the 
intelligible world. 


Ill 

Philosophia perennis, the Great Tradition, as we have called 
it, contains the form of an intelligible world. It is this form, 
this essential structure—of which the fundamental lines remain 

M 
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even when certain parts have fallen—that constitutes the 
ultimate goal of our interest and endeavour. But we must 
first realize that back of this form, this structure, lies a con¬ 
ception or ideal of intelligibility which gives this form its 
meaning and its truth. It is, we have seen, the loss of this 
sense of essential intelligibility that underlies the unrest of 
our modernity. It is of the first importance that we should 
understand that sense for philosophic intelligibility that the 
modern has lost. 

The intelligible world has been variously conceived—as a 
world of “ideas,” a realm of ends, a world of freedom, a 
kingdom of spirits. Only in a world of this general character, 
it is felt, can a life that is intelligible be lived. Whether thought 
of as a world of universal or of individuals, as a unity or a 
plurality, as a system or a hierarchy, however varied in 
detail, it is always, in the first place, set in contrast with 
a world of sense. But there is another constant character 
of the intelligible world. From Plato to Kant and Hegel 
it is always as a world of values that it is ultimately 
thought. For this very reason there are those who have not 
hesitated to see in it a world of the imagination. Thus 
F. Lange: “Plato would not see, as Kant would not see, that 
the intelligible world is a world of poetry, and that it is pre¬ 
cisely in that fact that its value and worthiness consists.” 
Plato would not see it and Kant would not see it, of course, for 
the simple reason that such a proposition is itself unintelligible. 
The inseparability of value and reality is the one constant char¬ 
acter of the intelligible world, and a world in which they were 
divorced would no longer be intelligible. None of the great 
philosophers, it has been said, has ever doubted the spiritual 
character of reality; the difficulty has been to express that 
belief adequately. To be convinced that only a world of ideas, 
of ends, of freedom can be ultimately intelligible is one thing; 
to express that belief intelligibly is quite another. Philosophy 
deals ultimately with concepts, not with images and feelings; 
with propositions, not with intuitions. An intelligible world 
must accordingly be a coherent world. 

The ideal of intelligibility, as it has functioned in historic 
philosophy, includes, accordingly, two distinct but closely 
related elements. On the one hand, there is the ideal of an 
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intelligible world, an intelligible order, in which a life of 
meaning and significance can be lived. On the other hand, 
there is the ideal of intelligible concepts, of a form of philosophic 
intelligibility, in which this world, this order, can be adequately 
apprehended and expressed. 

“The object of ancient science,” says L6vy-Bruhl, “was to 
understand. Modern science limits its ambition to knowing.” 
Nowhere is the sophistication of modern thought so completely 
shown as in this paradox of science: that it wishes to know, but 
not to understand; it seeks knowledge but not intelligibility. 
Whether such expressions are themselves ultimately intelligible, 
whether the human mind in its integrity can actually abandon 
the ideal of understanding, may well be questioned. In any case, 
the fact remains that understanding is the goal of philosophy. 
“The need to represent nature as intelligible,” may, as Ldvy- 
Bruhl continues, have “been abandoned by science,” although 
even in science, as we shall see, the need continually reasserts 
itself; but, so far as philosophy is concerned, the situation is 
clear. Faced with this self-limitation of science, integral human 
thought has but two alternatives. It can, on the one hand, keep 
the name of science and with science renounce all under¬ 
standing, all real intelligibility, or, allowing science to go her 
own way, it can follow the deeper initiatives of reason, and 
demand of philosophy that deeper integration of experience 
which issues in the understanding and interpretation of its 
meaning. A long period of doubt and indecision has but served 
to make final the choice in which all modern self-critical 
philosophy has issued. If science renounces intelligibility, 
philosophy will make precisely this intelligibility its goal. If 
science proclaims itself wert-freies Denken, philosophy will in 
turn become the interpretation of meanings and values.' 

* The distinctions between description, explanation, and interpretation are, 
accordingly, distinctions that philosophy has been compelled to make. It is the 
very artificiality of science itself that has forced these distinctions upon her. They 
are but part of the modern subtlety and sophistication which we cannot escape, but 
which we must surmount if a return to the larger simplicities of traditional thought 
is to be possible. For a simpler way of thinking, description and explanation them¬ 
selves were inconceivable without understanding. For a mode of thought that 
finds it possible to divorce explanation and understanding, things must, in the 
words of Windelband, be conceptually described, genetically explained, and 
axiologically interpreted. “Knowledge,” in the sense of conceptual descrip¬ 
tion and genetic explanation, may well be possible and yet reality remain 
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The ideal of philosophical intelligibility differs alike from 
that of common sense and that of science. Science in the main 
says that it does not care to understand. Common sense, how¬ 
ever, says that it already understands, that the world as given 
is intelligible. “What,” asks Tolstoy, “can be more intelligible 
than the words, the dog has pain, the calf is gentle, it loves 
me, the bird is glad, the horse is afraid, a good man, a bad 
animal?”* To this question common sense has but one answer; 
there is nothing more intelligible. And, in a sense, the answer 
is true. The entire world of human social communication, of 
objects and persons—including the predicates we apply to 
them—has a certain intelligibility. Recurring impressions, 
familiarity, habit, do, indeed, breed meaning of a sort, a kind 
of primary intelligibility of common sense. To deny completely 
this intelligibility, to describe and explain, as science some¬ 
times does, in such a way as completely to contradict the 
deliverances of common sense, is doubtless to court ultimate 
unintelligibility. Yet for science and philosophy alike this 
primary intelligibility, as we may, perhaps, call it, leaves much 
to be desired. It is just the difference in what they desire that 
is important—the difference between “knowing” and “under¬ 
standing.” 

This primary intelligibility here described is for many the 
whole of intelligibility. A proposition is intelligible when the 
terms or words which make it up can be referred to an 
observability, something observable by the “outer” or “inner” 
sense. The propositions, “the dog has pain,” “the calf is gentle,” 
are intelligible because the terms denote objects that are 
recognizable in experience. The condition of intelligible 
communication is the mutual acknowledgment of this identity 
of reference. But the craving to understand is only partially 
satisfied by these identities of common sense. Beneath this 
world of common sense and its intelligibility are sought a 

fundamentally and essentially unintelligible. Absolute physics, says Nietzsche, is 
intolerable. Yes, but it is more than that, it is unintelligible. If genuine intelligi¬ 
bility is sought, the essential function of philosophy must become axiological 
interpretation, and it is at this point that the distinctive ideal of philosophical 
intelligibility is to be found. 

* Tolstoy*s philosophical 'work. On Life, from which this and other quotations 
arc taken, should be read, marked, and inwardly digested by anyone who wishes 
to know the difference between intelligible and unintelligible thought. 
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deeper unity, a real simplicity, a genuine continuity, which 
only conceptual analysis can attain. This is the ideal of scientific 
intelligibility. 

Unity, simplicity, continuity, do constitute, as Boutroux 
says, a certain kind of intelligibility, the scientific; and for this 
reason many may argue philosophically, as he does, that “it 
is, therefore, no chance life of mentality that is manifested in 
scientific invention; it is the special life of an intelligence, of 
a reason that has a certain standard of intelligibility.” For 
science, then, the gross and visible frame of things is not 
intelligible. In place of it is gradually substituted a finer and 
more invisible frame of an intelligible world. Yet this finer and 
more invisible frame is itself unintelligible. “The facts that 
serve the purpose of scientific orientation cannot,” in the words 
of Mach, “themselves be understood. Our intelligence always 
consists in the reduction of unusual to usual unintelligibility.” 
“As is usual in the case of great scientific advances,” writes 
Professor Russell, the astronomer, of Einstein’s theory of 
relativity, “it leaves us with a view of nature more complex 
and harder to understand than our preceding conceptions, 
but which at the same time introduces greater unity and 
continuity.”! 

Perhaps the limits of understanding are reached when we 
reduce unusual to usual unintclligibility. But the very fact 
that this unintelligibility is realized indicates, at least, that 
another ideal or order of intelligibility is acknowledged. Be 
that as it may, the recognition of a higher order than those 
of common sense and of science is a constant character of 
philosophy. The need to represent nature as intelligible may 
be renounced by science, but the need of making life, and the 


* The nature of scientific intelligibility (?) here described is well brought out in 
a paper by A. S. Eddington entitled “The Meaning of Matter and the Laws of 
Nature according to the Theory of Relativity,” in Mind for April 1920. “Whilst,” 
he writes, “it is a reasonable procedure to explain the complex in terms of the 
simple, this necessarily involves the paradox of explaining the familiar in terms 
of the unfamiliar. Thus the ultimate concepts of physics are of a nature that 
must be left undefined. . . . The word aether brings before the mind the idea of 
a limitless ocean pervading space; but during the last century all the properties 
that would make the aether akin to any known fluid have been abandoned one 
by one.” “There is,” he continues, “no particular awkwardness in developing a 
mathematical theory in which the elements are undefined, but it is desirable that 
at some stage of the discussion we should get to know what we are talking about.” 
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world in which our life is lived, intelligible to ourselves is the 
essence of philosophy. 

Philosophy has always acknowledged this ideal; it has always 
been able to state more or less clearly wherein other notions 
of intelligibility are lacking; but it has not always been equally 
successful in formulating positively the conditions of intelli¬ 
gibility as it understands them. Nevertheless, there are three 
fairly constant “notes,” if we may so describe them, which 
can be more or less definitely characterized. The first of these 
is penetrability. 

“The world is not intelligible,” says Renouvier, “until it 
is penetrable.” Conceptual unity, simplicity, and continuity do 
constitute intelligibility of a certain sort, but the world remains 
as impenetrable as before. Indeed, the finer and more invisible 
frame of things which science builds up often seems to rob 
the world of that initial and primary intelligibility which it 
appears to have. All those “important and intelligible words,” 
the bird is glad, the animal loves me, become ultimately 
meaningless. They cannot, as Tolstoy says, be defined in space 
and time. On the contrary, the less intelligible a thing is in 
the primary sense, the more exactly can it be defined in 
space and time. Who can say that he “understands” the law 
of gravitation according to which the motions of the earth and 
the sun take place? Yet the eclipse of the sun is most exactly 
defined in space and time. “Nothing,” says Ravaisson, “is 
distinctly intelligible to us save as we can picture it in imagina¬ 
tion.” No relation of cause and effect, for instance, is penetrable, 
according to Renouvier, “unless it can be understood as some¬ 
thing analogous to our own volitional activity. The concept 
of will alone renders that of force really intelligible. But will 
itself cannot be defined by anything more primitive.” 

It is doubtful whether any ideal of philosophical intelligi¬ 
bility can be formulated which docs not include this notion 
of penetrability. Penetration into the inner essence of things, 
by ways other than that of abstract conception, seems to be 
the sine qua non of such understanding. But the ideal of intelli¬ 
gibility is not exhausted in this notion. According to an almost 
universal feeling, an intelligible world is a comprehensible 
world—comprehensible in the sense that “the ends of the 
world are brought together” in some unifying conception or 
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insight. “Nothing is intelligible to us,” Croce says, “unless it is 
contemporaneous.” Intelligibility implies a reality fully pre¬ 
sented to consciousness, an organized whole of experience, 
and this involves the ideal of an eternal present. On this view, 
anything is still unintelligible to us so long as the parts are 
external to each other. We have philosophically intelligible 
concepts only when they express concrete individuality. This 
synoptic character of genuine knowledge is recognized as a 
condition of intelligibility of objects uiitkin the world, and if 
there is any intelligible world at all our knowledge of it must 
also be of this character. 

The world, to be intelligible, must be penetrable. It must 
also be comprehensible. But it must be something else to be 
really intelligible; it must be livable. This aspect of the philo¬ 
sophical ideal of intelligibility is difficult to characterize, but 
that is largely because it is so deep-lying; it underlies, in fact, 
all the others. An intelligible world is, as we have seen, in 
the last analysis one in which a life of meaning and significance 
can be lived. In a world ultimately impenetrable, ultimately 
incomprehensible, such a life is, indeed, impossible. But what 
makes a penetrable, a comprehensible world? Is it not finally 
and solely the fact that it provides the context for an intelli¬ 
gible life? Any life, to be intelligible, requires to be understood 
through the ideals or values by which that life is lived. But 
a world, in order to be an intelligible context for such a life, 
must also be one in which the values, by which the individual 
life is lived, have their counterpart in an order of values that 
is cosmic. This involves also the notion, first clearly presented 
by Kant, that intrinsic values constitute the key to an intelli¬ 
gible world, and that the separation of value from existence 
means ultimate unintelligibility. 

In these three concepts is expressed the whole ideal of an 
intelligible world. What, we may ask, is common to these 
notions? They are at one, in the first place, in their dissatis¬ 
faction with the kinds of intelligibility that suffice for both 
common sense and science. Things must be practically mani- 
pulatable and conceptually describable, but they must also be 
axiologically interpretable. In the second place, they are almost 
equally at one in their idea of what this interpretation 
is. Interpretation, understanding, implies the attainment of 
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intrinsic intelligibility. Whatever the method of its attainment— 
whether by an act of penetrating imagination, of integrating 
thought, or of moral postulation—^it is always some ultimate 
essence, some internal meaning, in short, some intrinsic intelli¬ 
gibility, that is sought. It is of the utmost importance to under¬ 
stand and evaluate this ideal of an intelligible world. On the 
one hand, it is an ideal that has been inseparable from the 
Great Tradition in philosophy. On the other hand, it is the 
ideal which, in one way or another, most of modernistic 
philosophy denies. For the latter this ideal appears to be but 
a refined and sublimated animbm—-a reversed psychology, 
a reversed logic, or a reversed ethics—and with such question¬ 
begging epithets, it is supposed, the last word has been said. 

The intelligibility which all these characterizations have in 
mind I have described as intrinsic.' I have chosen this term in 
order to contrast it with the intelligibility of common sense 
and science, which to a large extent remains external and 
instrumental. Intelligibility in this sense is quite different from 
that of mere familiarity, as also from that of conceptual 
description and explanation. Now, this notion of intrinsic 
intelligibility, so constantly present in traditional philosophy, 
is gradually being re-established in present-day thought. The 
idea of intuition and of an intuitive method in knowledge, 
whatever we may think of the use of so difficult and ambiguous 
a term, is a sign of this reinstatement. That there is no genuine 
knowledge of that which is living—still less of that which is 
conscious and personal—wliich proceeds wholly by the way 
of conceptual analysis, and which does not involve some 
intuitive grasp of totalities, of inner meaning and value, is 
almost a commonplace of the newer movements in the study 
of life and mind. The real question at issue is the extension 
of this ideal of intrinsic intelligibility to knowledge as a whole. 

It is a commonplace, then, that in our knowledge of persons 
real intelligibility involves more than the mere familiarity of 
common sense or conceptual description and explanation. I 
say that I do not understand a man’s acting like that. This 
does not mean that the act is one which I have not learned 

> In developing this idea of intrinsic intelligibility I have found an article by 
Archbishop Temple, entitled ^^Symbolism as a Metaphysical Principle,” and 
published in Mind for October 1922, extremely suggestive. 
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practically to identify with men; nor that it is not familiar to 
me with that familiarity on which I can base my actions. Nor 
does it mean that I am unable to give a psychological 
analysis nor explanation of the act. It means that I cannot 
put myself in the man’s place, that I cannot imagine myself 
doing it. In other words, I cannot identify myself with the act; 
I do not acknowledge the purposes, meanings, and values 
which the act presupposes. 

Such understanding, it is said, involves sympathy, sym¬ 
pathetic intuition, and this is true enough so far as it goes. 
The statement is not so much untrue as inadequate. That 
knowledge of other selves is primarily immediate and not a 
matter of inference, seems to me to be one of the most certain 
things in human knowledge, and the arguments for this imme¬ 
diate knowledge, like so much of philosophy, merely an 
elaboration of the obvious. It is the interpretation of that 
knowledge that is important. Elsewhere^ I have sought to show 
that knowledge of other minds is simply the implication of 
acknowledgment of mutual values. We know that our fellows 
are real, and have an inner life of their own because they 
furnish us with meanings, our full meaning, our hidden 
reality. When we say that we know our own minds, if we know 
what we mean when we say it, we mean not that we know 
our own psychic states, but what we mean or intend. The only 
form of intrinsic intelligibility in connection with persons is 
“a will acting for the sake of the good,” or, more generally, 
a will oriented towards values. 

The necessity of such intrinsic intelligibility, is, I repeat, 
generally recognized in connection with the persons in relation 
to whom our lives are lived. Moreover, only through such 
understanding of others does our own life become intelligible 
to ourselves. Only that which is the centre of meanings and 
values has such intrinsic intelligibility. But it is also intelligi¬ 
bility of the same sort, I think, that alone satisfies us in 
connection with the “world” itself. The only linkage of facts 

* “The Knowledge of Other Selves and the Problem of Meaning and Value,** 
Philosophical Review, May 1917. Since the writing of this article this general 
position has been developed on a large scale, notably by Eduard Spranger in his 
famous book, Lebensformen, and made the distinctive method of Geisteswissenschaft- 
liche P^chologie, a point of view characteristic of so much of German psychology 
at the present time. 
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that is really ultimately intelligible is one which is interpretable 
in terms of value. Any explanation, to be really intelligible, 
must somewhere in the chain of explanation involve the idea 
of purpose. Purposive activity, within our own experience, 
with its “links of intelligible connection,” we in a very real 
measure understand, for we actually live through it many times 
a day. It is accordingly only in so far as the descriptions and 
explanations of common sense and science alike (which are 
essentially instrumental) retain a vital connection with intrinsic 
intelligibility that they themselves are intelligible. The only 
thing that is self-explanatory is a will oriented towards value. 
Any explanation to be intelligible—^yes, even to be communi¬ 
cable at all—involves the acknowledgment of this orientation. 

It is often said that intelligibility of this sort is not really 
demanded by the mind, and indeed, as we have seen, much 
of modern thought is apparently ready to renounce “under¬ 
standing” in this sense. That such a limitation of knowledge 
is possible I have already ventured to doubt, and the reasons 
for this doubt will become clearer when we come to study 
the conditions of intelligible cominunication. Here it will be 
sufficient to repeat that even those who renounce such under¬ 
standing have, by their very act of renunciation, already 
acknowledged what real intelligibility would be. The very 
fact that, as we have seen, the intelligibility of science consists 
only in reducing “unusual to usual unintelligibility” shows 
clearly enough that for science also genuine understanding of 
the world really implies something else. Such understanding 
may be impossible, but surely the mind demands it. 


IV 

The ideal of philosophical intelligibility here sketched is, of 
course, the driving force of all the great classical systems. Every 
such system is a universe of discourse in which it is sought to 
give adequate expression in terms of “philosophical concepts” 
to the meaning of a world common to all. It is for this reason 
that, as has often been suggested, we find a more familiar 
illustration of that insight which constitutes philosophy in the 
understanding of some part of the world with which we are 



RETURN TO PERENNIAL PHILOSOPHY 187 

more familiar, such as the circle of the home, or the life of 
a small community whose members have known each other 
long and intimately. In such situations, it is pointed out, the 
spirit of the whole is comprehended as the common life of 
which all the individuals partake. Of such is, indeed, philoso¬ 
phic intelligibility but the ideal limit. The participation in 
a common life which is the condition of understanding in 
these situations is the acknowledgment of identical values, 
and it is this, as we have seen, which constitutes the very 
essence, as it is the first condition, of intelligible communica¬ 
tion. We are thus brought to the second of our main conten¬ 
tions—^namely, that intelligibility is bound up with intelligible 
communication. In other words, the conditions of philosophical 
intelligibility involve the more ultimate question of the con¬ 
ditions of intelligible communication. We are led to ask the 
question whether there are not certain criteria of intelligible 
philosophical concepts, and ultimately whether there may not 
be some form of philosophical intelligibility in which alone the 
world can be intelligibly expressed. 

Philosophers have the words “intelligible” and “intelligi¬ 
bility” constantly on their lips, but there arc few words more 
ambiguous in their meaning. Except in the case of those 
thinkers who deny philosophy itself, intelligibility is the goal 
of thought. The philosopher seeks a world that is intelligible 
even when, as in the case of Schopenhauer, to be intelligible 
it must be irrational. He seeks to make his thought intelligible 
to the intellect even when he depreciates the intellect itself. 
The worst that one philosopher can say of another is that he 
is unintelligible. 

Intelligibility, accordingly, whatever else it means, means 
intelligible communication. Interpretation is once for all, as 
Royce insists, the main business of philosophy. Even the 
question about the real world itself, the very distinction between 
appearance and reality, is “simply the question as to what this 
antithesis is and means.” Such interpretation, however, and 
this is of the utmost importance, implies community of mean¬ 
ings, acknowledgment of identical meanings and values. 
Intercourse, communication, and the meanings and values 
they presuppose, are beyond all distinctions in philosophy, even 
the distinction of realism and idealism itself. They themselves 
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cannot be “described” and “explained,” for they are pre¬ 
supposed in all description and explanation. 

The recognition of this principle is the beginning and the end 
of philosophical wisdom, because it is the condition of the 
understanding of philosophical intelligibility. Every philosopher 
—even the mystic—assumes this minimum of intelligibility and 
intelligible communication. It is not uncommon, however, for 
scientists to find the propositions of philosophers unintelligible, 
and philosophers readily reciprocate the compliment. Among 
philosophers the lack of a common idiom is notorious. Natural- 
istically minded philosophers find Hegel unintelligible; and it 
is no less frequently the case that propositions, which to 
positivism and naturalism seem to have meaning, are for 
critical philosophers little less than nonsense. 

The primary meaning of the term “intelligibility” is, of 
course, simple enough; it has to do largely with verbal meaning. 
In the sense of using words that are understandable, intelli¬ 
gibility is incumbent upon all, as is the requirement that a 
man shall think logically, in the narrow sense, even when his 
philosophy is based on a disdain of logic. 

Let us consider the idea of verbal intelligibility first. It may, 
I think, be identified almost completely with familiarity. A 
word is intelligible when we can equate it with experience, 
more particularly with perceptual experience. The simplest 
form of making a term intelligible is pointing to the object 
to which it refers. Thus the propositions, “the calf loves me,” 
“the dog has pain,” are completely intelligible. I understand 
the word “calf” because I have a familiarity through my senses 
with the objects for which it stands. I understand the word 
“love” because of a like familiarity with the state to which it 
refers. Yet the slightest reflection serves to show us that this 
is only the beginning of intelligibility. This practical intelli¬ 
gibility is only one of its veirious forms. The real problem 
comes when we put concepts or terms together in judgments. 
I say the dog has pain, the calf loves me. In these propositions 
I can convey meaning even to a Behaviourist in psychology. 
He understands the words, of course, and does not hesitate to 
use them. They have practical intelligibility for him also. 
Yet in the next breath he will make other propositions 
which, if they have any meaning at all, rob the fint of all 
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intelligibility. He will describe the dog, the calf, or even a 
man, as a machine. He will make propositions that implicitly 
deny that the calf loves me and that the dog has pain, for 
he will deny the existence of consciousness. The propositions 
which he thus employs likewise have verbal intelligibility. 
We know what they mean. To one who finds the whole of 
intelligibility in unity, continuity, and simplicity, to one who 
acknowledges these as the sole values, it would be quite 
intelligible to describe the calf, the dog, or even man, as a 
machine and to deny the reality of consciousness itself. Yet 
even the arguments designed to make consciousness superfluous 
admit, at any rate, that we know what consciousness is; and, 
as Laird says, “Anyone who denies this is beyond the pale 
of argument.” Should he not, rather, have said, “outside the 
world of intelligible discourse” ? 

There are many propositions that thus have verbal meaning 
but lack all real intelligibility. If I say that love is lust, mind 
is matter, to be is merely to be perceived, it is always open 
to you to say. But that is not what I mean by love, by mind, 
and by being. Unless there is mutual agreement, acknowledg¬ 
ment of mutual meanings and values, intelligible discourse is 
impossible. Somewhere vital contact must be made with 
intrinsic intelligibility, or our judgments, our descriptions, and 
our explanations are really unintelligible. What, then, is this 
difference between verbal and real intelligibility? The differ¬ 
ence is, I think, sufficiently clear. In all these cases the words 
themselves are, in a sense, understood, but they lack wholly 
the intrinsic intelligibility of which we have previously spoken. 
In a sense these judgments retain the meanings of the terms 
used, but in a very important sense—in the sense, namely, 
that they retain the values which these meanings presuppose 
—they do not. The first condition of intelligible communication 
is, then, the retention of the accumulated connotation of the 
terms used—and this connotation always implies the acknow¬ 
ledgment of values. To make a really intelligible proposition 
about a living being implies, for instance, that we shall, in 
the words of J. A. Thompson, “keep the category of the living 
intact.” So also, if we would make intelligible propositions 
about love or mind, the community or God, we must keep 
these categories intact. There are, as we shall hope to show, 
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certain categories which have this intrinsic intelligibility, and 
out of these alone a “form of philosophical intelligibility” can 
be developed. 

This, then, is the first part of our thesis—namely, that there 
is a genuine, a significant distinction between verbal and real 
intelligibility, just as in an earlier connection we found a valid 
distinction between verbal and real definition.’ There are 
“proper” meanings to terms, and this proper or intrinsic 
meaning depends upon purpose and acknowledgment of values. 

This thesis is, indeed, challenged by that realistic line of 
thought which conceives of value as a mere addendum to 
existence. In order to carry out a logical atomism resort is 
made to a pan-objectivism which makes meanings themselves 
entities or qualities inherent in things. Meaning, it is said, for 
instance, is an ambiguous concept. On one interpretation it 
presupposes value, on another it does not. Meaning is some¬ 
times synonymous with intention. My meaning is what I 
intend to convey, to communicate, to some other person. Now, 
intentions are, of course, intentions of minds, and these inten¬ 
tions presuppose values. But, it is held, the “facts” I intend 
to indicate have no necessary relation to the values implied 
and acknowledged in my intention. There is, then, a second 
meaning of meaning. When I say that such a perceived thing 
means so and so, this merely expresses a certain perceived 
state of the perceived facts, i.e. the way in which such fact 
or aspect of fact indicates something else in the facts. It is 
this second meaning of meaning that contains no implication 
of value.’ Now, I must confess that such statements are to me 
wholly unintelligible. It is extremely difficult for me to under¬ 
stand how the perceived facts can indicate anything to me 
unless they have reference to some purpose or value, practical 
or scientific, that gives them their indicative character. It is 
even more difficult to see how I can convey this indication 
to anyone who does not appreciate and acknowledge the 
same purposes and values. Meanings and values are insepar¬ 
able. To make meaning, in any fashion whatever, part of the 
perceived object, part of the reality of any object, involves 
making value part of the reality of this object. This is, indeed, 

* John Laird, A Study in Realism, p. 33. 


> Chapter III, p. X23, 
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the thesis I have throughout maintained, that value and reality 
are inseparable, and that to divorce them is the source of all 
philosophical unintelligibility. But this is also to say that 
intelligible communication and interpretation is the sine qua 
non of an intelligible world. 

Let it be understood that we are here talking about intelli¬ 
gibility and unintelligibility, not tru':h and untruth. There is, 
indeed, a close relation between truth and intelligibility. An 
unintelligible proposition cannot ultimately be true. Probably 
such propositions as we are now considering are also untrue, 
but here we are concerned with their intelligibility. 

The distinction between untruth and unintelligibility has 
sometimes been expressed in the following way. False pro¬ 
positions are those that do not correspond to existence, but 
have coherent meanings that might so correspond. Unmeaning 
propositions are those that not only do not correspond, but 
are positively incompatible with existence and reality. Thus, 
for example, it is false to say that human beings can live 
without eating; it is meaningless to say that ropes can be 
made out of sand or capital out of debts. Such propositions, 
as we have seen, have the grammatical form of propositions, 
and as such can be uttered verbally and understood, but they 
are unintelligible. 

Now, that there is a genuine distinction here I am not 
disposed to deny, but I do doubt whether it is adequately 
expressed. Apart from the fact that it is made on the assump¬ 
tion of the correspondence theory of truth, itself an assumption 
of the nature of truth which need not be acknowledged, I 
find a certain difficulty in the definition of intelligibility as 
incompatibility with existence and reality. In a sense it is true, 
but it is inadequate for our purpose. In the propositions 
quoted, the terms “ropes and sand,” “capital and debts,” are 
incompatible with each other and with “reality.” But what 
does this mean? All these terms have what I have called 
instrumental intelligibility. Ropes and capital, sand and debts, 
all get their meaning through their relations, positive and 
negative, to certain purposes and values which we appreciate 
and acknowledge. It is the acknowledgment of these that 
determines the conditions of intelligibility of the propositions. 
Real intelligibility, as distinguished from merely verbal, may 
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be defined as compatibility with reality, but only if reality is 
conceived as inseparable from value. 

This can be generalized, I think, to include all cases of real 
intelligibility and unintelligibility, both intrinsic and instru¬ 
mental. To say, for instance, that “to be is to be perceived’’ 
is intrinsically unintelligible, has meaning only if, in making 
the distinction between being and non-being, appearance and 
reality, certain evaluations are assumed that are nullified by 
calling being and perception the same thing. The definition 
of unintelligible propositions as those which are positively 
incompatible with reality has meaning only if value be con¬ 
sidered part of the reality of any object, so that separation of 
reality and value means unintelligibility. 

The distinction between verbal and real intelligibility is a 
genuine one. So also is the distinction between real intelli¬ 
gibility and truth, although this latter distinction is only 
relative. But let us develop a little more fully the nature of 
this real intelligibility and unintelligibility. With this we shall 
be able to determine more precisely the relation of logic to philo¬ 
sophy which was stated in general terms in an earlier chapter. ^ 

There is, we found, a certain incompatibility or contradiction 
between the terms of all unintelligible propositions. The nature 
of that contradiction begins, I think, to become clear. It is 
evidently something more than merely “logical” contradiction, 
if logic be taken, as it should be, in the narrow formal sense. 
Logical contradiction does, indeed, make propositions unin¬ 
telligible, but there may be absence of such contradiction 
and the propositions still be unintelligible. Logicians have an 
expression, contradictio in adjecto. The contradiction they have 
in mind here is one in which incompatibility between subject 
and predicate destroys the meaning by an implicit denial. A 
round square is said to be such a contradiction, and also, it 
has often been held, is a “partial identity” (an identity is 
total or it is no identity at all). Such contradiction makes the 
proposition unintelligible. But the absence of this unintelli¬ 
gibility does not necessarily make a proposition intelligible. 
There is another type of unintelligibility involving a con^ 
tradictio in adjecto of a different kind. This also is an incom¬ 
patibility between subject and predicate which involves an 

* Chapter IV. 
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implicit denial, but it is a contradiction which arises from the 
separation of the existence of an object from its meaning and 
value. 

It is of the utmost importance that this point be made clear. 
To say that lust is love contains no contradiction in the first 
sense, unless lust be made equivalent with not-love. “To be is 
to be perceived” is not contradictorv unless to be perceived 
is made equivalent to non-being. (Contradiction or incom¬ 
patibility arises only because in our descriptions and explana¬ 
tions we have made use of predicates that implicitly deny the 
value, and therefore the reality, of the thing described or 
explained. 

We have been trying to distinguish between real and merely 
verbal intelligibility, between the intelligibility that is con¬ 
ditioned merely by expressibility in logical form and a form 
of intelligibility not exhausted in fulfilment of logical demands. 
The question of real intelligibility, we now see, lies not merely 
in the terms, but arises only in the bringing of the terms 
together in a judgment. Deeper than any judgment, in the 
sense of merely bringing terms together in relations, is a 
reflexive act in which the judgment itself is claimed to be 
meaningful, and ultimately true or false. This claim, however, 
since its very existence as a claim depends upon the recognition 
of its meaning, involves the acknowledgment of the values 
which the meaning presupposes. Merely verbal intelligibility 
has to do with terms—^with their familiarity, their reference 
to particulars. Real intelligibility has to do with the expression 
of meaning in the judgment. 

All this constitutes but a fuller development of our general 
position as to the relation of logic to language developed in 
an earlier chapter. The two functions of language there dis¬ 
cussed, that of naming (vocabulary) and that of judgment 
(involving syntax), are both subordinate to a still more 
ultimate function, that of communication or expressions To 
call an object something which implicitly negates the meaning 
which it has when we pass a judgment upon it is to make 
intelligible communication impossible. To pass a judgment 

> These three functions of language are studied by A. Marty in Untersuchungen 
W Grundlegung der allgemeinm GrammaHk md Sprachphilosopkie, in which valuable 
beginnings of a philosophy of language are to be found. 

N 
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on a thing that similarly implicitly denies the reality of the 
object upon which the judgment is passed, leads to a similar 
result. For both naming and judging are but parts of a more 
fundamental function of expression of meaning. The technique 
of intelligibility as embodied in logic (the condition, for 
instance, of absence of contradiction in the narrow sense) is, 
therefore, only one of the conditions of intelligible communi¬ 
cation. There are other compulsions which arise out of the 
fundamental nature of communication, and it is these that we 
have been attempting to describe. Logic is die Moral des 
Denkens, but this morality of logic is but part of a much larger 
morality of communication. An intelligible world is a world 
of intelligible discourse or it is nothing. 

We shall, perhaps, be allowed to call this the “higher” 
intelligibility, to distinguish it from the merely verbal and 
formal, or logical. In any case, such an ideal of intelligibility 
has been assumed, either implicitly or explicitly, by all the 
major philosophers, and insistence upon it has been a constant 
mark of the Great Tradition. It underlies the continuous use 
of the dialectic in one form or another, the essential principle 
of which is that an intelligible world is inseparable from a 
world of intelligible discourse. 

Thus the fundamental character of the principle of self¬ 
refutation, by means of which philosophers have always sought 
to establish some constant meanings and values, is the acknow¬ 
ledgment of the existence of meanings and values which may 
form a common basis for intelligible communication. As 
used by them, this principle has never meant that a pro¬ 
position refutes itself. The self-refutation applies to the 
enunciator of the proposition if by that proposition he intends 
to convey an intelligible meaning. It has been argued—and 
rightly—that the determinist, in denying all choice, makes it 
impossible to choose what is called truth instead of what is 
called error, and that the meaning of the distinction between 
truth and error itself vanishes. The utilitarian, when he so 
distends the meaning of the word “selfishness” as to say that a 
man is self-indulgent when he wants to be burned at the stake, 
is really talking nonsense. He may, indeed, give us an illogical 
kick, as Chesterton says, by using a bad word for what is 
better expressed in better words, but if we took him seriously, 
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as fortunately we do not, all intelligible conununication of 
moral meanings would cease. 

In this connection I cannot forbear to refer to what seems 
to me one of the most flagrant violations of this principle of 
the higher intelligibility—namely, that which is to be found 
in some of the modernistic conceptions of God. The idea of 
“God in the making,” more particularly of the “emergence 
of Deity,” seems to me to be a perfect illustration of the 
“futuristic” types of construction to which I referred in the 
first chapter, and which seem to follow inevitably from the 
premises of modernism. Here I wish merely to point out that 
such a notion is really not an intelligible conception. Verbally 
understandable it doubtless is when we are told that Deity is 
the next higher level after mind. But it is really not intelligible; 
for if Deity is not yet here we have the contradiction of 
trying to express in that ancient term the meanings and values 
(religious) which it connotes, and at the same time denying 
the assumption of existence or reality on which those values 
depend. If on the other hand. Deity is the next higher level 
after mind, the next higher level after Deity will not be Deity, 
and we have again applied the concept to something which 
denies the very meanings and values which the term connotes. 
This use of “weasel words,” so characteristic of much of 
modernist thought, is but one significant phase of that general 
violation of the higher morality of thinking which is its constant 
feature. 


V 

It is necessary to cast but a glance over the history of 
philosophy to assure ourselves that the great philosophers have 
always insisted upon this “higher intelligibility.” A second 
glance suffices to indicate that, for this very reason, disputes 
in philosophy have revolved mainly about the nature of philo¬ 
sophical concepts or categories. The ideal of philosophical 
intelligibility includes, as we have seen, two aspects. The first 
of these is penetration into, or comprehension of, the meaning 
of the world. The second is the adequate interpretation and 
communication of that meaning. Of these two aspects the 
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latter is, if not the primary, at least the ultimately determina¬ 
tive. “The first and last condition of truly philosophical con¬ 
cepts is,” as Croce says, “expressiveness. Lacking this, they in 
a sense lack all.” 

Philosophies are known by the categories they keep. All of 
us find ourselves compelled to talk—yes, to express our inmost 
meanings—in terms that cannot be made clear and distinct 
in the sense of analytical logic. Abstract definitions, spatial 
diagrams, etc., may be made thus clear and distinct, but who 
would say that such concepts as life, spirit, self, society, God, 
etc., can be reduced to transparent simples? Yet who would 
deny that the retention of these very terms, with all their 
accumulated intension, is precisely the first condition of intelli¬ 
gible communication between man and man? These are 
expressive concepts, and, in so far as intelligible communication 
and interpretation are considered part of the task of philosophy, 
philosophy must retain these concepts. An important dividing 
line between traditional philosophy and much of modernist 
thought is, accordingly, the retention or exclusion from philo¬ 
sophical discourse of such expressive concepts. 

Philosophical intelligibility, we shall maintain, requires the 
retention of these concepts, and the grounds for this contention 
constitute the substance of this part of our study. We shall, 
however, understand better the development of our theme if 
we make a preliminary distinction between two types of 
philosophical concepts, the retention of both of which, how¬ 
ever, is necessary for intelligibility. The first class is that from 
which the examples of the preceding paragraph are taken, and 
which may be described in the terms of one philosophy as 
“concrete universals.” Life, the organism, personality, self- 
such terms as these are, indeed, universals. Interpretation, no 
less than description and explanation, is possible only through 
universals. That which distinguishes these universals is their 
expressiveness, their retention of the accumulated connotation 
of concrete experience. Another class of philosophical concepts 
is, however, equally important for intelligible communication. 
Substance, cause, purpose—these, too, are universals. Without 
them we cannot describe, explain, or interpret the world. Yet, 
in so far as by use of these deeper-lying categories we appear 
to achieve an intelligible world, it is only in so far as they 
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too retain the accumulated intension of experience and resist 
analysis into logical simples. Both of these classes of concepts 
have intrinsic intelligibility. They are concepts in terms of 
which alone all others are to be understood. The second class 
of concepts must also be retained in all their original and 
living significance if intelligible communication and interpre¬ 
tation are to be possible. In the following chapter we shall, 
indeed, attempt to show that they are integral parts of a 
necessary “form of philosophical intelligibility” as such. For 
the present we shall confine our study to philosophical concepts 
of the first type. 

The extrusion of these “concrete universal,” these expressive 
concepts from science, is, as we should expect, a natural con¬ 
sequence of the limited ideal of intelligibility that science has 
constructed for itself. It is also, we are not surprised to find, 
the professed programme of all that part of modernist philo¬ 
sophy that accepts this ideal, and models itself more or less 
on the pattern of what it calls science. In the case of philo¬ 
sophies of this type, however, reasons are given for their 
extrusion which involve considerations of a more fundamental 
kind. The very use of these expressive concepts involves for 
this way of thinking a fundamental fallacy which has been 
called, not inaptly, the fallacy of pseudo-simplicity. In general, 
it is, of course, argued that this very ideal of intrinsic intelli¬ 
gibility is but the survival of primitive animism, cleverly and 
elaborately disguised in an epistemological form. On this 
general position further words are, perhaps, unnecessary. Let 
us examine it in the more technical form in which this position 
has found its clearest expression.* 

The term “pseudo-simples” is applied to all those terms, 
concepts, universals, by means of which philosophy seeks to 
retain, communicate, and interpret the meaning of our more 
“integral” experience. On the assumption that the essence of 
knowledge is analysis, that, in Herbart’s words, “the leading 
principle of all metaphysics and logic is that reality is simple,” 
it is proposed to rule out as pseudo-simples all those concepts 

* This fallacy, and others connected with it, are conceived by the modernist 
to be the source of the prejudices of traditional philosophy. We have already 
considered it in connection with the relation of logic to language. We shall later 
consider it in its relation to allied fallacies (in Chapter VllI). 
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it intelligible. But this is, of course, as he says, precisely what 
has been overlooked in many of the descriptions and explana¬ 
tions of life. The “centre of life is completely transposed”; it 
is reduced to non-value terms, with the result that we have 
an ultimate “nonsense.” What has been said of the concept 
of life itself applies equally to such concepts as those of per¬ 
sonality and State, which are terms representing forms of life 
in this sense. All are centres of values, and when otherwise 
conceived are unintelligible. 

Life, and such other integral concepts as personality and 
State, are simple because they are “value concepts.” They are 
value concepts, in the first place because the use of them in 
intelligible discourse involves the acknowledgment, on the part 
of those who use them, of certain values, without which they 
are meaningless. But there is a second sense in which these 
so-called pseudo-simples are genuine simples. The objects which 
they “represent” have meaning and value as part of their very 
reality. 

To show this in the sphere of the human and historical 
sciences has now become a work of supererogation. That an 
element of selection or “value reference” is the very material 
of these sciences itself is now a commonplace. We may, indeed, 
compare two styles of art or two forms of the State wholly 
impersonally and quite in the spirit of the most rigorous science 
—as impersonally as we may compare two minerals or two 
types of vertebrates. But who is any longer naive enough to 
think that he can form the concept of style itself without 
reference to aesthetic vailues, or concepts of the State without 
reference to moral and social vailues? These vailues are woven 
into the very texture of the materiail itself. 

But is this truth any less certain in the non-human and non- 
historical sciences? We may compare the growth and develop¬ 
ment of two organisms or two species in a wholly impersonal 
way, but who again is naive enough to think that we can form 
these concepts of growth, survival, etc., without reference to 
a centre of values? Value is already an element in the “materiail” 
with which the science deals. We cam no more have the concept 
of organism without this vaduc reference than we can have 
a body without the category of substance or a happening 
without the category of causadity. For my own part I think 
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the same holds also of the inanimate world, in so far at least 
as anything like real time and “direction” is included in our 
picture. The concept of “degradation of energy,” I agree with 
Oswald Spengler, makes of physics a science in which the 
material can no longer be called wert-frei. The concept may, 
indeed, be figurative, but it cannot be constructed, much less 
retain any intelligible meaning, without reference to distinctions 
which imply values. Be that as it may (and this last point is 
scarcely necessary for our general position), the fact remains 
that the concepts with which we arc dealing are value concepts, 
and for that reason are simple. 

All of which must serve to make it clear, I think, that the 
term “pseudo-simples” as applied to these concepts is a question¬ 
begging epithet of the most unpardonable kind, and rests upon 
an assumption as to the nature of genuine knowledge which 
is wholly gratuitous. The advocates of radical analysis, it 
should be said, do not all carry their empirical atomism to its 
logically complete conclusion. Dr. G. E. Moore modifies it in 
a way especially interesting in the context of this present 
discussion. He asserts that, although wholes are not to be 
regarded as organic unities from the point of view of existence, 
they may well be so regarded from the point of view of value. 
In other words, he says that the whole is not organic in the 
sense that the part implies the whole and reflects its nature, 
yet it is organic in the sense that the value of the whole is 
greater than the value of the sum of the parts. Only from the 
point of view of existence, not from that of value, can the 
whole be accounted for by an analysis of the parts. Here, then, 
is the crux of the whole problem. If reality, existence, can 
be divorced from value without contradiction, then that form 
of analysis which neglects this clement can give us genuine 
knowledge of reality. If, on the other hand, the divorce of the 
reality of a thing from its value leads ultimately to unintelli¬ 
gible propositions about the thing, then genuine knowledge 
is possible only in terms of those concepts which retain the 
meaning and value of wholes. “To attempt to understand the 
simpler entities in terms of their complex aggregates,” says one 
representative of radical analysis, “is the vice of latter-day 
philosophy, by which I mean idealism.” But to assume that 
these wholes are merely aggregates is to assume the whole 
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point at issue. It is an assumption, moreover, which, as we 
have seen, ultimately makes intelligible communication and 
interpretation impossible. Whatever else logic is, it must be, 
at least, the etiquette of intelligible thought, die Moral des 
Denkens, This, many of the representatives of the New Logic 
seem wholly to have forgotten.^ 


VI 

This discussion of philosophical concepts leads us to the 
question of a philosophical language as such, of the Language 
of Metaphysics as it is employed in the Great Tradition in 
philosophy. Into this question we shall go more fully in the 
ynext chapter. We shall attempt to show that there is such a 
language, a metaphysical idiom as it were, which alone makes 
intelligible communication possible—an idiom, moreover, which 
embodies or corresponds to a necessary “form of philosophical 
intelligibility.” Our general thesis throughout this and the 
following chapter is, indeed, that this tradition alone speaks 
an intelligible metaphysical language, and alone communicates 
philosophic truth. Up to this point, however, we have been 
chiefly interested in discovering the sources of the unintelli¬ 
gibility of so much of the language of modernism, and of the 
deep-seated incoherence of which that unintelligibility is the 
expression. In other words, we have been interested in the 
nature and conditions of philosophical intelligibility as such. 

In developing this theme we have connected the standpoint 
of modernism with a certain conception of science which more 
or less definitely renounces the ideal of an intelligible world— 
and with it the notion of intelligibility—as they have been 
understood by historic philosophy. I have no intention, of 
course, of suggesting that all scientists take this point of view. 
Even in science there are those who still wish to understand, 
and in so far as they do, they recognize, consciously or un¬ 
consciously, the conditions of intelligibility upon which we 
have been insisting. Of these an enlightening instance is that 
of J. A. Thomson, who, in his System of Animate Nature^ takes 
as the cardinal principle of an intelligible interpretation of 
» Sec Chapter III, pp. xi6 ff. 
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living nature the acknowledgment of the living organism as 
a centre of meanings and values, and the retention of the 
category of the “living” intact. From this point of view he 
criticizes equally, for instance, mechanism and vitalism as 
attempts “to explain everything in terms of something else, 
which in essence amounts to the denial of the organic beings 
which we actually see and deal with.” This is obviously in 
principle but a recognition of the thesis that the organic unity 
which wholes have from the point of view of value must be 
retained in any intelligible interpretation of existences. It is, 
however, also an acknowledgment in principle of the point of 
view from which “idealistic” philosophy in its various forms 
exercises its critique upon science. 

Even more in the sciences of the spirit—the Geisfeswissen- 
schqften —is the number of those who wish to understand increas¬ 
ing. Of the sciences of psychology, sociology, and history, it is 
scarcely too much to say that they are all more or less face 
to face with a methodological crisis. Sooner or later all will 
have to face the question whether they shall keep intact the 
special categories that belong to these fields of reality, or 
abandon them for the categories that belong exclusively to the 
physical sciences. The fundamental motive of that entire recent 
development of psychology in Germany—of which Eduard 
Spranger’s Lebensformen is so brilliant an illustration—is pre¬ 
cisely the demand that we shall understand, shall make intelli¬ 
gible and interpret, the fundamental forms of the human spirit. 
Nor is it surprising that such understanding should include 
precisely the penetrative and synoptic notes of intelligibility 
that we have described, arid that understanding of these life 
forms should be conceived as possible only through the “values” 
which constitute the determinants of these integral forms. In 
any case, the number is increasing of those who realize that 
to abandon these value categories means to accept the principle 
of the renunciation of all real understanding. 

But such a desire for intelligibility can, of course, seem only 
a weakness to those whose chief claim to distinction is that 
they have the strength to renounce it. Yet to anyone not 
blinded by the prejudices of the moment it must be clear that 
there are certain elements of comedy in the present situation. 
Surely it must be clear to most of us that there are limits to 
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the amusing game of calling things other than they are. These 
limits have certainly been reached—and, indeed, long since 
passed—^in some of the more extreme interpretations of the 
theory of Behaviourism in psychology. One cannot go on long 
denying the existence of the very things he is talking about 
without risking the laughter of men and gods alike. Still less 
can one reduce all language, even all science itself, to mere 
biological forms of behaviour (at the same time claiming the 
truth of one’s own theory), and still expect to be taken seriously. 

This latest chapter in the story of the human mind is a 
chapter in logic, but also, if logic is die Moral des Denkens, one 
in the higher morality. The desire to understand—to interpret 
things in terms of that which is intrinsically intelligible—^has, 
indeed, begotten many and gross anthropomorphisms at times. 
But the most comical lapses—even the crudest of pan-psychisms 
—are philosophically harmless in comparison with the errors 
of reduction and over-simplification. The latter cease to be 
merely comic; they form rather a dismal chapter in the tragi¬ 
comedy of the human mind. “These monomaniacs,” says 
Chesterton in his brutal fashion, “are logical as the insane man 
is logical.” We need not allow ourselves pleasantries of this 
sort, so ill-befitting the philosopher. It is quite sufficient for 
the philosopher that he finds them outside the field of intelligible 
discourse. 

It is the violation of these conditions of intelligibility that, 
as we suggested at the beginning of this chapter, underlies 
the intolerable state of confusion and incoherence to which 
the modem mind has come. Are we ever to work our way 

out of it? Who shall say? Forces surely are at work, and 

gathering with significant power, that are demanding an entire 
reconsideration of the premises of our most recent thinking. 
There are those who, like Professor Whitehead, believe that 
these forces are rising in science itself, and that science will 
again demand intelligibility. Perhaps they are right. Of one 
thing, however, we may be certain. Even now we are fully 
aware that we are ever so much larger and better than the 
philosophies that seek to express us. Even now, as we read the 
great masters of philosophic thought, we feel not only that 

we are much more at home; we feel also that we know our¬ 

selves better, and our world more truly, than as they appear 
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to us through the eyes of the modems. We know ourselves 
better for the “living reason” with which they envelop us 
than by merely looking into the polished logical mirrors that 
do but reveal the meaningless detail of existence. We know 
the world more truly for that it is, at least, an intelligible world 
—not merely a chaos of lucidities or a meaningless passage 
“out of nothing into nowhere.” 

This growing realization, this more profound conviction, 
cannot much longer be stifled. Nor can a return to the genuine 
spirit of philosophy be much longer delayed. 



CHAPTER VI 


THE FORM OF PHILOSOPHICAL INTELLIGIBILITY^ 


How unfailingly the most diverse philosophers always fill in again a definite 
fundamental scheme. . . . Something within them leads them, something impels 
them in a definite order, the one after the other—to wit, the innate methodology 
and relationship of their ideas. 

Nietzsche 

An irresistible attraction continually brings the intellect back to its natural 
movement, and brings the metaphysics of the moderns continually to the con¬ 
clusions of the Greeks. 

Bergson 


An intelligible world, a mundus intelligibilis, we have said, is 
the world in which the masters of human thought have lived 
and moved and had their being. Their “grandiose and primitive 
schemes” may not, indeed, meet the more complicated prob¬ 
lems of modern times, but there remains something in them 
that is irrefutable, something to which the mind returns again 
and agcun, as it returns to the simplicity and lucidity of the 
greatest works of art. 

We may now see, I think, wherein the essential intelligibility 
of traditional philosophy is to be found. The insights of the 
great thinkers remain perennially significant for us because in 
general they fulfil the conditions of philosophical intelligibility. 
Consciously or unconsciously, they acknowledge those postu¬ 
lates and presuppositions, that Moral des Denkens, without which 
intelligible communication and interpretation are impossible. 
More particularly, in all their descriptions, explanations, and 
interpretations they retain the meaning and value of things. 
The one thing that they all understand is the difference between 
explaining things and explaining them away. 

This much is obvious to anyone who has lived himself into 
those ways of thought that we call classical. The further ques¬ 
tion naturally arises whether this philosophical intelligibility 
does not involve something more, whether retention of the 
meaning and values of terms, the keeping of the fundamental 

I am indebted for this expression, as indeed for much of the impulse to 
write on this subject, to the valuable paper by Professor J. E. Creighton, under 
the same title, and published in the Philosophical Remew for May I923« 
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categories of interpretation, does not imply also some specific, 
structural form —^whether, in short, there is not some natural 
metaphysic of the human mind which generates a form of 
thought innate in intelligibility as such? Whether, finally, 
violation of this form does not result in essential unintelli¬ 
gibility? 

To this question our answer must be, I think, in the affirma¬ 
tive. All world views that are intelligibie have a specific form 
which is a priori in the sense that it develops necessarily out of 
the attempt to interpret and express adequately in the form 
of reflection the meaning and experiences of life. The form 
of an intelligible world is determined directly by the conditions 
of intelligible communication and interpretation. The mere 
fact of the existence of such a form, of a philosophia perennisy 
which, despite the controversies of the sects, remains relatively 
constant, is, I think, one of the most certain facts of human 
thought. It is our task now to develop that form and to show 
its validity. 


I 

There is, as Bergson has made clear to us, “a natural 
metaphysic of the human mind,” a form of reflection in which 
alone the world seems to us to be made intelligible. To him, 
at least, it seems clear that it is a form to which everyone will 
come if he follows the intellect to its natural conclusion. His 
greatest service to philosophy, perhaps, as I have indicated 
elsewhere,* is the cogency with which he has made the alter¬ 
native clear—^between following out that natural metaphysic 
of the intellect, or turning our backs upon it and renouncing 
intelligibility for intuition. Let us look, first, at this natural 
form. 

The starting-point of this natural metaphysic is the riddle 
of life, the burden of this um’ntelligible world, the problem 
alike of the highest poetry and the deepest philosophy. The 
similarities betw^een philosophy and meditative poetry, so 
interestingly worked out by Dilthey, arise from their common 
starting-point and the form which it necessarily generates, 
* '^Origin and Value,” Philosophical Review, September 1923. 
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In both, the apprehension of objects in the life process, of the 
gross and visible frame of things, forms the basis for reactions 
upon these objects, for distinctions between appearance and 
reality, the changing and the permanent, and ultimately 
between the true and false, the worthy and the worthless in 
the world in which our life is lived. In place of the gross and 
visible frame each seeks a finer and more invisible. Both seek 
an intelligible world, although in different ways. But when, 
as in the case of the philosopher, a complete solution of the 
riddle is sought, reflection predominates over emotion, ex¬ 
pression is taken up into system, and the natural metaphysic 
assumes a logical structure and form. 

This natural metaphysic is, I repeat, present alike in the 
highest poetry and the deepest philosophy. Their common 
problem dictates a common form. It finds significant expression, 
for example, in Matthew Arnold’s lyric. The Buried Life : 

But often in the world’s most crowded streets. 

But often in the din of strife, 

There rises an unspeakable desire 
After the knowledge of our buried life. 

Thus the “metaphysical instinct”; then sometimes, “but this 
is rare,” 

A man becomes aware of hb life’s flow. ... 

An air of coolness plays upon hb face 
And an unwonted calm pervades hb breast 
And then he thinks he knows 
The hilb whence hb life rose 
And the sea where it goes. 

Perhaps he only thinks he knows, but unless he knows, his 
life and the world in which that life appears remain wholly 
unintelligible. 

The essential form of metaphysical knowledge appears in 
these last lines; origin and destiny have always been necessary 
parts of the form of philosophic intelligibility. All questions of 
life revolve around the problems of generation, development, 
and death, of beginning and end. Life is unintelligible unless 
expressed in these concepts and the form of reflection they 
generate. Without them, without this lifefarm, the meaning of 
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life is unrealizable and incommunicable. We cannot think of 
life except as a centre of values, except as a movement towards 
the good. No intelligibility without finality. But it is equally 
true that we cannot think finality without origin. Origin and 
destiny are the same thing seen from two different points of 
view. The essence and meaning of a thing involve both. To 
penetrate to, or comprehend the meaning of, life is impossible 
without these concepts. Intrinsic intelligibility involves this 
form. 

But this is only the beginning of the natural metaphysic of 
the human mind. To bring the ends of the life process together 
is the condition of its intelligibility. But the life process is part 
of a larger context, and to make life itself intelligible the form 
of reflection must be extended to the cosmos as a whole. No 
intelligible theory of our own existence is possible that divorces 
it from this larger context; that divorces our duration from 
the context of eternity, our place in the cosmos from its infinity, 
man from his context in the totality of things. But can we 
make this larger context intelligible? Can we bring the ends 
of the world together? 

This is the problem that life itself sets. It is also the problem 
that generates all the significant and difficult questions of 
philosophy—the technical problems of space and time, of 
causality and finality, of philosophical system itself. It may 
be that the world is not penetrable, not comprehensible. It 
may be that the ends of the world cannot be brought together, 
that all attempts to bring them together, as in the speculative 
insights of the great systems, are but ‘‘rationalizations.” None 
the less must they be brought together if there is to be any 
intelligibility in the philosophical sense. 

In any case, we have here, as Bergson says, the “natural 
metaphysic of the human mind,” that to which everyone will 
come if he follows the intellect to its natural conclusion. Thus 
it is, as he continues, that the identification of efficient and 
final cause is not only the last word of Greek philosophy, but 
together with the concept of being it implies, the essence of 
the traditional form of intelligibility. We perceive God or Idea 
or Spirit as efficient or final cause according to the point of 
view, and it is this insight that alone makes the world intelligible 
for reflection. It is for this reason that an irresistible attraction 


o 
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continually brings the intellect back to its natural movement 
and brings the metaphysics of the modems continually to the 
conclusions of the Greeks.' 


II 

The nature and conditions of philosophical intelligibility 
constituted the theme of the preceding chapter. The results 
of that discussion may be summarized briefly as follows: The 
ideal of intelligibility and of an intelligible world includes two 
distinct but closely related elements. On the one hand, there 
is the ideal of an intelligible world or order in which a life 
of meaning and significance can be lived. On the other hand, 
there is the ideal of intelligible concepts, of forms of reflection, 
in terms of which this world can be adequately apprehended 
and expressed. It was the second problem that chiefly engaged 
our attention, for the reason that the first is ultimately reducible 
to the second. 

The detail of that argument need not be repeated here. It 
must suffice to recall the main points. All intelligibility ulti¬ 
mately goes back to intrinsic intelligibles. The only thing that 
is intrinsically intelligible, however, is a will oriented towards 
values. Intelligibility in its lowest and simplest form already 
presupposes communication, and communication presupposes 
acknowledgment of identical meanings and the values which 
these meanings presuppose. There is no type of meaning 
separable from value. The conditions of intelligibility are the 
conditions of intelligible communication, and the conditions 
of intelligible communication are the acknowledgment and 
retention of the meanings and values of things. To separate 
reality and value means unintelligibility.* 

* H. Bergson, Creative Evolution^ English translation, p, 329. 

* The basal character of communication in philosophy is also emphasized by 
G. Delisle Burns in his recent book, The Contact Between Minds, '‘Communication, 
then, which somehow rests upon meaning, is a kind of reality which is ultimate 
within the world of minds: and, as a relation between minds, cannot be reduced 
to or entirely explained by the terms of that relation, for the relation is not its 
terms and the terms are hot their relation’* (p. 73). Mr. Burns recognizes that 
awareness of values is bound up with communication and contact of minds, and 
that it is in the mutual enjoyment of values that we apprehend the reality of 
other minds. He recognizes that values “are not distinguished from other realities 
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Philosophies, we accordingly said, are known by the cate> 
gories they keep. The first and last condition of truly philo¬ 
sophical concepts is their expressiveness; lacking this, they in 
a sense lack all. The condition of intelligible communication 
and interpretation is the retention of the meaning, the value, 
and the reality of the things to be explained and inter¬ 
preted. It is unnecessary to recall here the ways in which these 
conditions of intelligibility are violated—how the mania for 
reduction, for calling things other than they are, has led to 
the abandonment of categories of description and interpreta¬ 
tion without which intelligible communication is impossible. 
It is equally unnecessary to recall the significance of the 
“concrete universal” as a logical formula for these expressive 
concepts, or our arguments to the effect that such concepts 
are genuine simples, as against the charge of logical atomism 
which thinks to find in these concepts the fallacy of pseudo¬ 
simplicity. Let us recall, rather, here the kinds of concepts or 
categories that a philosophy must keep if it is to be intelligible. 

In our discussion of philosophical intelligibility and philo¬ 
sophical concepts we distinguished two classes of such concepts. 
On the one hand there are those which correspond to organic 
wholes, such as life, personality, the State; and on the other 
hand those deeper-lying categories, such as substance, cause, 
purpose, without which the interpretation of these organic 
wholes is impossible. So far as the wholes themselves are 
concerned, our contention was that the meaning and value 
of the whole are greater than the meaning and value of the 
sum of the parts, and, since these values and meanings are 
inseparable from the reality'of the whole, they must be retained 
in any concepts which shall adequately describe and interpret 
it. This is the first condition of expressive concepts and the begin¬ 
ning of philosophical intelligibility. But it is only the beginning. 

Description is but the first step to explanation and inter¬ 
pretation. Things must be conceptually described, genetically 

Dy the actual contact of minds in the perception of them: for this contact is 
universal and necessary in all mental activity” (p. 97). Even perception has no 
meaning without communication. Yet for some reason he fails to see that the 
distinctions between existence and non-existence, reality and unreality, them¬ 
selves also arise in and presuppose this communication. He insists upon a pure 
contemplation of existence apart from communication, and thus preserves a brute 
realism at the cost of an unintelligible dualism. 
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explained, and axiologically interpreted. Description passes in¬ 
sensibly into explanation and explanation into interpretation. 
No description is intelligible which does not retain the meaning 
and value of the thing described—as part of its reality. No 
explanation really explains which in essence amounts to ex¬ 
plaining away the meaning and value of the thing explained. 
All explanation, if it is to be ultimately intelligible, must 
eventuate in axiological interpretation, for it is only in this 
“higher intelligibility” that any genuine understanding, intrinsic 
intelligibility, is found. 

One has merely to realize the implications of these statements 
to see that a further step in our thinking is involved. To keep 
intact the categories of intelligible description, these expressive 
concepts, involves keeping intact also the categories of explanation and 
interpretation, the categories of cause and purpose, of substance and 
essence. They are interpretative, as well as descriptive and 
explanatory in the narrower sense. Retention of their intrinsic 
intelligibility, their value connotation, is part also of the 
conditions of intelligible communication. 

With such a conclusion, if it is justified, we should be led 
back, it is immediately apparent, to the natural metaphysic 
of the human mind, to that form of philosophical intelligibility 
which emerged in all the freshness and lucidity of Greek 
thought, and to which the mind, unless it renounces intelli¬ 
gibility completely, must in one way or another constantly 
return. 

It is not necessary to hold that the language of this meta¬ 
physic, as worked out by the Greek genius, is in all points 
final. Many statements of this “form of intelligibility” have 
been, if not actually refuted, at least surpassed in various ways. 
What we do insist upon is rather this: that it represents the 
natural and inherent movement of thought as such; and in 
so far it contains an element that is irrefutable. Reconstruction, 
reinterpretation of this form, may be necessary, but to turn 
our backs upon it entirely means that our thought, and the 
language in which that thought is expressed, must ultimately 
become unintelligible. This reconstruction or reinterpretation 
is the task of the following chapters. The present chapter is 
concerned rather with the examination of this form in its more 
general aspects. 
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III 

The vigour and intelligibility of traditional thought are due 
in large measure to its following the natural metaphysic of the 
human mind, and therefore to the retention, in all their full- 
blooded meaning, of the fundamental categories of substance, 
cause, purpose, which belong to that metaphysic. Yet these 
categories have also been classed by the modem radical analyst 
as pseudo-simples, and banished from the polite conversation 
of the “minute philosophers”—with the result that philosophy 
has been shorn of the very concepts that have hitherto made 
communication possible. 

There is little doubt, I think, that these fundamental forms 
of human thought have become largely lifeless and meaningless. 
The ordinary consciousness understands by them, as Lossky 
says, “something living and real, something that has in it no 
merely intellectual significance.” By substance, for instance, is 
understood the ultimate core of being, the independent indivi¬ 
duality; by causation we understand activity, expenditure of 
energy. When critical analysis gets through with these concepts 
no trace of their original living significance remains. 

It is entirely natural that modern logical atomism should 
be eager to give to these dead and dying concepts their coup 
de grdee. On this view, they are but survivals of that primitive 
animism that infects all our natural thinking, of that mythology 
which sticks in all our language. They represent earlier stages 
in the natural evolution of thought; why not abandon these 
earlier stages entirely for the survivals they are? We have 
already seen the fallacy that underlies this very popular line 
of thought.* The assumption that the “improvement of thought” 
for certain purposes involves necessarily the abandonment of 
earlier forms is no more valid than the assumption, for instance, 
that the development of language itself demands the complete 
displacement of gesture or any other non-verbal means of 
communication. “Does anyone really believe,” asks Maeter¬ 
linck, “that by means of mere words any real communication 
can pass from man to man?” Similarly we may ask. Does any¬ 
one really believe that by means of words from which all 
intrinsic meaning has been banished the actual meaning of 
' Chaptw III, pp. 118 fF. 
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things can be communicated? Does anyone believe that 
concepts which are devised merely to control phenomena 
necessarily give their nature also? 

The actual situation is quite the contrary. The development 
of “scientific” concepts, far from displacing the more primitive, 
only shows the latter to be the more indispensable. The 
universals of science, it is now generally admitted, are nothing 
more than possibilities of describing things, the utility of which 
depends largely, if not solely, upon the ease with which they 
allow the phenomena in question to be manipulated. In the 
case of the great scientific universals, such as inertia, mass, 
element, atom, energy, etc., the one and only question is the 
degree to which they enable us to achieve the specific scientific 
ideal of simplicity, unity, and continuity. But a world so con¬ 
ceived is not necessarily intelligible in any other sense, as we 
have already seen. It may even become progressively more 
impenetrable, more incomprehensible and unlivable. The very 
perfection of scientific language (which is, after all, only lan¬ 
guage well made—for a certain purpose) may serve but to 
make it all the more incapable of communicating the original 
and living significance of things. The extrusion of the deeper- 
lying categories embedded in natural language means not 
only the loss of philosophical intelligibility, but also of the 
primaty intelligibility of the every-day consciousness. The 
primary intelligibility of these deeply-lying categories has also 
been ascribed to their humanly practical character. This also 
is true. But while they are more human and practical than 
their scientific substitutes, they are also more metaphysical. 
To these categories all philosophical reflection and interpre¬ 
tation must ultimately return. Only in terms of substance or 
essence as the ultimate core of being, of causality as efficient 
and final activity, of restless becoming and self-contained being 
—only in such terms can the mind apprehend and communi¬ 
cate the meaning of its own life, and with it the meaning of 
the world in which that life is lived. In fine, the language of 
metaphysics must contain these expressive concepts if it is to 
be intelligible, and it must retain them in their vigorous and 
full-blooded meaning. Much of modem philosophy has been 
talking “weasel words,” from which all genuine meaning has 
been sucked. 
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It is of the utmost importance that we should make our 
position on this question entirely clear. It is but a further 
development of our general position on the relation of logic 
to language. As we have maintained that it is impossible to 
divorce logic from natural language, so here we maintain that 
no logic can banish the fundamental metaphysical categories 
of this language without ultimate unintelligibility. As the 
traditional formal logic, conceived as dealing with the universal 
relation of predication, is neither excluded nor superseded by 
any specific calculus dealing with more specific relations, just 
as little are the traditional metaphysical categories either 
excluded or superseded by any more specialized language 
devised for certain specialized purposes of science. In main¬ 
taining this position it is, of course, not necessary to deny that 
a constant criticism of language is necessary. Still less is it 
necessary to maintain that these fundamental categories are 
immune from criticism. Speculative and logical difficulties 
enough cluster about these notions which, we may admit, are 
not necessary for “science” in the narrow and sophisticated 
sense of that word. The fact that they are part of the necessary 
form of an intelligible world does not, of course, dispense the 
philosopher from the obligation to make these concepts them¬ 
selves intelligible. What we do maintain is this: that while 
criticism is necessary, no criticism is valid that suppresses the 
original initiatives out of which reflective thought arises. Logic 
is reflected thought. But all that is reflected presupposes the 
spontaneous. The reflected cannot negate that on which it 
rests; it may only clarify it and determine its true direction. 

In later chapters we shall consider the speculative difficulties 
in these notions which have been exploited by the various 
modern logics, realistic and idealistic alike. It is sufficient here 
to make clear the general position. Of one of the elements of 
the form of intelligibility, namely finality, Bergson has well 
said that “it will never be definitely refiited,” that “if one 
form is put aside it will take another; it is very flexible.” 
This is true of all these concepts; they are all very flexible. 
The real question is as to the limits of this flexibility. The 
limits of the reconstruction of these notions by logic, whether 
realistic or idealistic, are determined by the fundamental fact 
that logic, whatever else it is, is die Moral des Denkens —^and 
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that this morality has as its first law the mutual acknowledg¬ 
ment of meanings and values, and the retention of the cate¬ 
gories in which these meanings and values are expressed. The 
destructive criticism of a too intellectualized logical monism 
may, so far as these categories are concerned, have much the 
same result as an equally over-intellectualized logical atomism. 
Both may reduce them to appearance and illusion, with the 
result that the form of philosophical intelligibility falls apart. 


IV 

The retention of the original and Uving significance of these 
categories is, accordingly, the condition of philosophical intelli¬ 
gibility. The reason for this is the same reason that bids us 
retain the living significance of the things to be explained. To 
separate the value of an object from its nature is contradictory. 
Not otherwise is it with these deeper-lying categories. They 
too, in the last analysis, are categories of interpretation, not 
merely of description and explanation. To use them intelli¬ 
gently we must realize that everything depends upon the fact 
that an “ought” is there, that sets the play of thoughts, of 
ground, cause, purpose, etc., in movement—that interpretation 
is throughout a value-charged scheme of thought. 

That this is so, the whole body of philosophical tradition 
witnesses. The “natural light of reason,” to use Descartes’ 
words, tells us that the ultimate cause must contain eminently 
all the reality, meaning, and value of the effect. The less can 
be derived from the more, never the more from the less, 
e minimo maximum non fit. These axioms, as Nietzsche with his 
usual insight tells us, are the typical prejudices by which the 
metaphysicians of all time can be recognized. This is part of 
the natural metaphysic of the human mind. The intellect is 
ultimately oriented towards value, and this orientation requires 
that the “sufficient reason” of any reality shall retain the 
reality of the thing to be explained. 

Now, the meaning and value of anything (and therefore its 
nature) can be expressed only in terms of piurpose or finality. 
Consequently its ultimate origination, its sufficient reason, 
requires that this element of finality shall in some way be 
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included in the notion of cause or ground. Causality and 
finality must in some way be brought together in a more 
ultimate concept. Thus it is that if we seek to bring the ends 
of the world together, if we seek to make our life and the world 
in which it is lived at all intelligible, there is necessarily 
generated this form of intelligibility. It is the only form that 
has intrinsic intelligibility. 

To this natural metaphysic of the human mind, I have said, 
the whole body of traditional philosophy bears witness. To 
this “form of intelligibility” modem thought, I believe also, 
shows signs of returning. It is interesting to observe that even 
science, when it seeks to understand, is forced back to this 
form of thought. J. A: Thomson has expressed himself in a 
significant way on this question. Speaking of the question of 
epigenesis, he says: “In so far as this view (the traditional) 
means that there is nothing evolved which was not in kind 
originally involved, that there is nothing of lasting value in 
the end which was not present in kind in the beginning, it 
is acceptable.”* Elsewhere he says it is the only intelligible 
view. Whatever science when it becomes philosophical may 
say, for philosophical interpretation itself it is the only intelli¬ 
gible form. Lloyd Morgan voices the same general conviction 
in his Emergent Evolution when he distinguishes between causa¬ 
tion and causality. With an “intelligible causality” science may 
have nothing to do. But “philosophy throughout the ages has 
had very much to do with it.”* Without such metaphysical 
causality the nisus implied in all evolution cannot be under¬ 
stood. 


V 

Thus far we have maintained two things: first, that the 
fundamental metaphysical categories, substance, cause, pur¬ 
pose, are all necessary parts of one value-charged scheme of 
thought; and, secondly, that this form is the essential principle 
of all traditional philosophy. Our general position may be 
made clearer by examining a recent and typically modern 
attempt to interpret these metaphysical categories in terms 

* Th$ System of Animate Nature, p. 169. * Op. cit., p. 289. 
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of value. I refer to the original and enlightening effort of 
William James to develop the pragmatic method into an 
instrument of philosophical interpretation. For him also these 
categories are value concepts, but in contrast to traditional 
thought he attempts to separate the notions of origin and 
destiny, and ultimately to divorce all problems of value from 
problems of being. In distinguishing what seems to me to be 
the element of truth from the element of error in this modern 
interpretation, we shall be enabled to make the traditional 
position stand out all the more clearly. 

James explicitly recognizes a world of interpretation and a 
type of philosophical intelligibility different from that of 
common sense and science. Under the heading “Some Meta¬ 
physical Problems Pragmatically Considered”' he takes up 
successively the alternatives, materialism and spiritualism, 
mechanism and teleology, determinism and free will. On his 
pragmatic principles, it will be remembered, he argues that 
these alternatives are irrelevant from the retrospective, scien¬ 
tific point of view. Any decision, preference, for spirit, free 
will, monism, purpose, “have as their sole meaning a better 
promise for the world’s outcome. Be they false or be they true, 
the meaning of them is their meliorism.” 

James’s own decision on these great alternatives is itself 
interesting. In the main he chooses those characters which the 
great philosophers have always found inseparable from an 
intelligible world. It is not this aspect, however, that chiefly 
interests us. It is rather why he chooses them. And here the 
a,mwtT is clear enough. It is only in such a world that a life 
of significance and meaning can be lived; only such a world 
is intelligible. But wherein does this intelligibility consist? The 
meaning of these categories lies in their meliorism. In other 
words, the question of the truth of these metaphysical concepts 
cannot be separated from the question of their value. Nay, 
more, their truth lies wholly in their value—their practical 
value. 

This reinterpretation of the traditional problems of philosophy 
is as original as it is fascinating, and has naturally elicited 
a great deal of interest and comment. An attempt such 
as this, to dissociate questions of meaning and value from 
> Pra^matim chapter iii. 
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questions of being, has naturally disclosed itself to most thinkers 
as the interesting tour de force it really is. But the recognition 
of this fact should not be allowed to obscure the important 
half truth in James’s conception. The complete meaning of 
these metaphysical concepts does not, it is true, lie in their 
meliorism, their practical value, but an important part does. 
A still more important part of their meaning lies in their value, 
if value be freed from its purely practical associations. For 
description and explanation, in the narrow and sophisticated 
sense of the word, these metaphysical questions are, indeed, 
as James says, irrelevant. In a world in which certain values 
were not already acknowledged it would be immaterial 
whether the world had its origin in matter or spirit, whether 
there were freedom or pure determinism. In a word, these 
conceptions are really significant only for interpretation, and 
interpretation presupposes communication with its acknow* 
ledgment of values. 

This partial recognition on the part of James of the con¬ 
ditions of philosophical intelligibility is something for which 
modem thought owes him much. If in the enthusiasm of his 
genial insight he was led to the extravagances of thought we 
now realize, we may, perhaps, recognize them as necessary 
incidents of new ways of thinking. But the tour de force is patent. 
In attempting to separate destiny from origin, thus renouncing 
the traditional form of intelligibility, he was simply attempting 
to combine incompatible ideas. What it really means, of course, 
is that an attempt has been made to combine philosophical 
intelligibility with ontological agnosticism, to make the world 
intelligible and livable despite its ultimate impenetrability 
and incomprehensibility. And that must for ever remain im¬ 
possible. To separate the nature of things from their meaning 
and value means, as we have seen, unintelligibility, but it is 
no less true that to separate their meaning and value from 
their nature comes to the same thing in the end. The essential 
incoherence of James’s thinking—^from any standpoint but the 
most popular and limited—^is now apparent in many connec¬ 
tions. Perhaps it is at this particular point that this incoherence 
reaches its maximum—a point, moreover, at which, as in a 
flash, the essential unintelligibiUty of much of modernism can 
be seen. 
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VI 

This examination of a famous but futile attempt to keep the 
spirit of traditional metaphysic, while breaking with the form 
in which that spirit has inevitably embodied itself, should 
serve, at least, to give force to our main thesis—namely, that 
there is such a necessary form of philosophical intelligibility. 
It should also serve to make clear why the simple mind always 
finds this form intelligible, and why the tired philosophical 
radical, when he becomes “twice subtle,” tends to revert to 
this ancient form. 

All this will become clearer, however, if in the light of what 
has preceded we now examine two aspects of philosophy 
which have been fairly constant elements in traditional thought, 
but which modernism has in the main considered it its duty 
to suppress. I refer to the so-called a priori and speculative 
features in traditional philosophy, features which the human 
mind could not conceivably seek to deny except as it mis¬ 
understood their real character and the true nature of its own 
activity. Certainly in the constant use of this form it is always 
assumed that there is something necessary in it, and that in 
following it we achieve speculative insight into the ultimate 
nature of reality. 

Speculation in the bizarre and imaginative sense has, indeed, 
as it has been truly said, passed largely from philosophy to 
science. It is now generally recognized that it is not the 
business of philosophy either to prove that the world exists 
or to show how it is made. Its task is not to show us how to 
make a world, but to help us to understand the actual world 
in which we find ourselves. Nevertheless, all this modesty on 
the part of philosophy, becoming as it doubtless is, may be 
so interpreted as to give aid and comfort to its worst enemy— 
that form of criticism, namely, which seeks to suppress all its 
deepest initiatives. Those who insist that to understand the 
world we must be able to deduce it logically are doubtless 
asking impossible things of philosophy, but the fact remains, 
however we may interpret it, that the masters of philosophy 
have uniformly sought to communicate their insights into the 
nature and meaning of the world in the form of specula¬ 
tive deduction. It is, therefore, of the utmost importance to 
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understand just what is the significance of this fact, what is true 
and what is false in the notion of speculative philosophy. 

What is here understood by speculative deduction may be 
well illustrated in a statement of C. S. Peirce, to the effect that 
“the one intelligible theory of the universe is that of objective 
idealism, that matter is effete mind, inveterate habits become 
physical laws.” However crude we may find this description 
of objective idealism, we may, perhaps, understand why Peirce 
should call it the only intelligible theory. But that is not what 
first interests us in the statement. It is rather a more ultimate 
assumption underlying the statement, that any intelligible theory 
of the universe must involve deduction, derivation of the 
world in some sense—^ih short, intelligible causation. 

It is not difficult to see what our interpretation of speculative 
deduction must be. On our view of the value character of the 
ultimate metaphysical concepts such deduction can mean only 
one thing—namely, axiological interpretation, or, in other 
words, the placing of things in an order of meaning and value. 
The first condition of such interpretation is giving the privileged 
position to something. The whole idea of intelligible causation 
with its axiom of derivation—that the less can be derived from 
the more, never the more from the less—^is but a development 
of this notion. The idea of a privileged position is inherent 
in the notion of value as such. If the interpretation of experience 
leads us to the dichotomy of matter and spirit, that same 
demand for interpretation requires us also to give to one or 
other of these notions the privileged position. Which of these 
should be given this position is a problem for later discussion 
when we have learned what the dichotomy means. The only 
point that interests us here is that such position must be given 
something, and that it is out of this necessity that speculative 
deduction arises. That such notions of speculative deduction, 
ultimate derivation, need not be conceived in temporal terms 
has always been clear to traditional thought. The genesis of 
which it speaks may be an “ideal genesis,” but some genesis, 
some derivation in the sense described, are inevitable. 

These statements are unquestionable, and are, indeed, borne 
out by every attempt of the most modern philosophy to make 
itself intelligible. Bergson may deny intellect in favour of 
intuition, but an “ideal genesis of matter” which shall in some 
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way be apprehended by the intellect becomes necessary if the 
import of this intuition is to be matter of intelligible com¬ 
munication. So New Realism, if it is to be more than a mere 
polemic against traditional interpretation, if it is to be an 
intelligible world view, must itself become speculative and 
deductive, and such a book as Space, Tim, and Deity is 
the result. If space and time have not their genesis in Deity, 
Deity, if it is to be kept in the circle of our ideas at all, 
must have its genesis in them. Some element of deduction 
is, I repeat, involved in any intelligible world. We may merely 
analyse and describe, and a certain limited intelligibility 
results. We may explain genetically, up to a point perhaps, 
without giving any aspect of reality a privileged position, and 
a certain further increment of intelligibility appears. But some¬ 
where, if there is to be any real intelligibility, axiological 
interpretation must appear; a privileged position is given to 
something, and speculative deduction necessarily enters in. Or 
it would be truer to say, perhaps, that something has been 
given a privileged position from the beginning, axiological 
interpretation is present from the start, only the sincerity to 
acknowledge it is lacking. All evolutionary naturalisms, for 
instance, of whatever type, are in the last analysis speculative 
deductions in this sense, only the normal and traditional order 
of interpretation is reversed. 

Every attempt of the most modern philosophy to make itself 
intelligible ends, I repeat, in speculative deduction of some form. 
The only question is whether the form it takes is itself intelli¬ 
gible. According to Peirce, objective idealism is the only form 
that is. Now our present problem is not whether this is actually 
so, but rather what is mant by calling it intelligible at all, 
or the only intelligible form. Surely, it will be said, the attempt 
to deduce matter from mind has been as complete a failure 
as the converse deduction. Surely the attempt to reduce the 
not-self to the self is as futile as any of the reverse reductions. 
It is entirely possible, for instance, to say that any such 
idealistic theory as suggested by Peirce is merely reversed 
psychology, reversed logic, or perhaps reversed ethics, and 
these, if one cares to use such expressions, may all be classed 
as forms of animism, “amiable” or otherwise. Objective 
idealism may be, from one point of view, but an hypostatization 
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of values as first cause, as ultimate end, or as immanental 
essence or substance to which both cause and end are reduced. 
But what of it? To say these things is to stop just where the 
real problem begins. The real problem is rather this: why do 
such reversed movements of thought appear to make the world intelligible, 
while the other movements do not? 

It is at this point, I think, that the significance of the form 
of speculative deduction, and the distinction between the true 
and the false in that form, first come to light. Why do the 
idealistic movements of thought appear to make the world 
intelligible, while the others do not? I should answer unhesi¬ 
tatingly, because by the character of that to which such move¬ 
ments of thought give the privileged position, they express, 
always more or less inadequately to be sure, the true meanings 
and values of things. I do not agree with Rickert that “ontology 
is merely a roundabout way of solving the value problem,” but 
it is at least—and perhaps first of all— that. And it is this 
for the reason that, as we have already seen, the only form 
of thought that has intrinsic intelligibility is a value movement 
of some kind. In the last analysis, perhaps, the only thing that 
we immediately understand is a will acting for the sake of the 
good. But for our present purpose it is not necessary to go so 
far as this. It is enough to insist that speculative deduction, 
evolution, or devolution, some form of movement along the 
value scale, is the form which any interpretation of reality will 
inevitably take. Only in such a form can the meanings and 
values of things be communicated. Such a movement can, 
however, really be thought only in case the nisus of the move¬ 
ment is expressed in terms of activity, in terms of an intelligible 
causation. In so far as this means that there is nothing evolved 
which was not originally involved, that there is nothing of 
lasting value in the end that was not present in kind in the 
beginning, it is not only acceptable, as Thomson says, but the 
only form of thought that is intelligible. 

Speculative deduction is, then, the necessary form of the communication 
and interpretation of the meanings and values of things. For my own 
part I believe that the great philosophers have all instinctively 
recognized this, and that all have thought better than they 
spoke. As Plato and Plotinus both instinctively distinguished 
between that which was philosophy and that which was myth 
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in their thinking, so Fichte and Hegel were wholly aware of 
the element of figure in their generation of concrete reality 
by the dialectic. All of them, if we take them at their best 
moments, express themselves with reasonable sense and intelli¬ 
gibility. One of these best moments was that in which Fichte, 
d propos criticism of his laborious attempts to deduce the 
Non-Ego, or object, from the Absolute Ego, or bare subject, 
with which he starts, tells us that “he never attempted what 
would be comparable to writing a man’s biography before his 
birth.” He tells us, in other words, that he has not been 
narrating what ever took place, but attempting to give an 
interpretation of reality in its distinguishable but inseparable 
aspects and moments. It was Hegel who said, in the Encyklo- 
padie, that “Nature must be regarded as a system of stages 
or degrees in which one necessarily proceeds out of the other, 
not, however, in suck a way that one is necessarily produced out of 
the other, but in the inner idea that constitutes their ground 
or nature.”* Shall we ever get over the naivete of thinking that 
the great systems are descriptions of what is supposed to have 
taken place? As though such description of the sequence of 
phenomena were the beginning and end of intelligibility! Shall 
we ever understand that the great philosophers are not quite 
the naive people we in our own simple-mindedness have taken 
them to be? That they have the desire neither to make a world 
nor to re-make it, but rather to understand it? Shall we ever 
learn what the language of metaphysics really is? 


VII 

Speculative deduction, as we have now come to understand 
it, is, then, the necessary form of the communication and inter¬ 
pretation of meanings and values of things, and for the reason 
that the meaning and value of things cannot be separated 
from their nature, the necessary form of an intelligible world. 
To make the world intelligible we must bring the ends of the 
world together in some concept of ultimate reaUty, and this 
means philosophic system. The introduction of this word “must” 
leads to our second question—namely, that of the a priori 
> § 349 (Kirchmaim cd., p. 308). 
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element in this form of philosophical intelligibility. This is in 
a sense the most important part of this chapter—^the contention 
that the traditional form of thought is the necessary condition 
of philosophical intelligibility. 

The word “must” has, indeed, a most unmodern sound. 
“Must,” it is said, “was made for human beings in the relation 
of superior to subject. It has no place in science, though the 
science of man takes account of the 'must’.” How can any¬ 
one nowadays speak of an a priori form of an intelligible 
world? We point to the incalculable element in reality, and 
ask how any one can presume to say that the world must be 
so. We point to the story of the mind, of the “mind in the 
making,” and ask how such a mind could presume to dictate 
an eternal form. We ask, finally: Why any necessity of a 
really intelligible world at all? 

To answer the first question—^yes, even to understand it—^we 
must begin with the more ultimate question: Why any necessity 
of an intelligible world at all? And here wc must admit, as 
has indeed been admitted in the preceding chapter, that such 
necessity may always be denied. One may be content with mere 
living, with mere immersion in life. One may be content with 
merely external description, with the limited concept of know¬ 
ing to which so much of modern science has accustomed itself. 
From such extra-philosophical standpoints it is undoubtedly 
a petitio principii to demand a form of philosophical intelligibility, 
or, indeed, an intelligible world at all. Yet even in mere living 
a minimum of meaning and value is assumed; still more, in 
merely external description a minimum of meaningful com¬ 
munication is presupposed. In these purely extra-philosophical 
standpoints a demand for an intelligible world is already 
presupposed. When once this demand is acknowledged other 
demands, other necessities, immediately make themselves felt. 

A minimum of this “must,” this “internal necessity,” is at 
once evident. But we have still to ask how we can speak of 
an a priori here, how we can speak of an a priori form of an 
intelligible world, and how the human mind can presume to 
dictate such a form. But let us look at the notion of necessity 
a little more closely. “Must” was, to be sure, made for human 
beings, but not necessarily in the relation of superior and 
subject. It is a relation that arises voherever there is any kind of 

p 



226 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

relation or communication. There is a imnimum of compulsion 
which no one—^not even a philosopher—can escape, unless he 
takes refuge in pure impressions and solipsism. But as we have 
seen in an earlier chapter, the nature of this compulsion may 
easily be misunderstood. A priori truth is necessary as opposed 
to contingent, but not as opposed to voluntary. Necessary truth 
is necessary, not because it compels the mind’s acceptance, as does 
sensation, but precisely because it does not. It is that which 
is acknowledged, and involves all the freedom of acknow¬ 
ledgment. But this freedom is freedom only from external 
compulsion, not from such compulsions as arise out of the very 
conditions of intelligible communication. 

It is most important that this notion of the a priori should 
be made entirely clear. It is part of the modern spirit that 
all philosophy, idealistic as well as realistic, should emphasize 
the claims of what is called “experience” upon us. To acknow¬ 
ledge this is merely to admit that no speculation in the 
bizarre and romantic sense is desirable, and that no individual 
system of philosophy can be final. But this does not exclude, 
as every competent thinker knows, the fact that there are no 
fundamental truths of experience itself, for which we can give 
any reasons, that are not, in part at least, a priori, reason being 
defined in terms of that internal necessity which makes itself 
felt in every act of thought and its communication. Now this 
internal necessity is almost universally recognized as being 
present in our thought and discourse about all those entities 
and relations that are described as essences or subsistents. It is 
generally acknowledged that we cannot think—^much less talk— 
about these things intelligently without acknowledging aspects 
which are not dependent on experience and its contingencies. 
It is only propositions about reality to which this a priori 
character is denied. And yet it must be clear that there must 
be some propositions about reality that must have this character 
also. Where denial of existence of objects leads to self-refutation 
and makes intelligible communication impossible, we have a 
similar internal compulsion which may very properly be called 
“metaphysical necessity.” 

Something of what this internal compukion necessitates we 
have already seen in earlier chapters. We distinguished between 
prejudices and necessary presuppositions, and to the latter we 
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gave the name of the a priori in the sense here defined. A cer¬ 
tain minimum of this “must” we discovered to be the necessary 
acknowledgment of the self and the others inhabiting a world. 
Certain statements regarding that world were also seen to be 
the necessary presuppositions of philosophical intelligibility. 
It now remains to see whether this internal necessity goes 
farther and includes the form of an intelligible world; whether 
the natural metaphysic of which we have spoken has this 
character; whether there is a natural bent of the reason which 
it is impossible to unbend. 

I have already indicated in a general way that this is so. 
In later chapters I shall seek to show it in detail in con¬ 
nection with the special questions of intelligible causation, 
intelligible finality, intelligible evolution, and intelligible pro¬ 
gress. Here I shall content myself with trying to show why this 
form is a priori. The a priori is an internal necessity that arises 
out of the very conditions of intelligible discourse themselves. 
Discourse involves description, explanation, and interpretation, 
but the first passes insensibly into the second, and the second 
into the third; they can be separated only by a sophistication 
which ends ultimately in sophistry. Another way of say ing 
the same thing is that interpretation is already involved in 
explanation and even in description. Merely to describe a thing, 
for instance, as coming out of nothing and going into nothing 
is already to evaluate or interpret that thing as the nothing 
out of which it comes and the nothing into which it goes. To 
explain a thing by deriving it out of something it is not, and 
developing it into something it is not, is ultimately to explain 
it away, to deny it that identity in difference upon which all 
intelligibility depends. Thus it is that a natural metaphysic 
involves of necessity concepts of ultimate origination and 
ultimate destiny, and more than this, it involves the bringing 
of causality and finality together in an underlying unity. 

.\11 this, as we have learned, Bergson saw clearly enough 
when he admitted that precisely this is what every mind must 
do if it follows the natural bent of the intellect to its conclusion. 
The only alternative to the acknowledgment of this internal 
necessity is to turn our backs on intellect and to renounce 
intelligibility for intuition. But Bergson also saw something 
more—and this is the point to which we have been leading 
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up—he saw why this is so. He saw that there is in the human 
mind or leason a still more ultimate notion or “postulate” 
(the latter is his own term) which constitutes the basis or 
driving force of the traditional form, and of its compulsion. 
He calls it “a kind of metaphysical necessity.” 

It is possible, he tells us, to bring the concepts of causality 
and finality together, as did the Greeks, “only if you postulate 
a kind of metaphysical necessity in virtue of which the con¬ 
fronting of the all (or perfect being) with the zero (non-being) 
is equivalent to the affirmation of all the degrees of reality 
between them.” In other words, he holds that that which 
alone makes it possible to bring beginning and end, cause 
and purpose, together (and also that which, if we postulate 
it, also forces us to bring them together) is a sort of innate 
conception of a scale of value, levels of being, degrees of 
reality.* 

Now it is quite clear, I think, that the question of the 
existence of such an “innate” metaphysical necessity turns 
upon two things. The first of these is whether there is an 
a priori and necessary relation between value and reality; the 
second is whether the notion of degrees, or of a scale of value, 
is an essential part of the notion of value as such. The answer 
to both these questions I believe to be in the affirmative. We 
have already argued sufficiently for the insepeirability of value 
and reality and for the position that, because reality is essen¬ 
tially a value concept, the idea of degrees of reality is an 
essential part of the notion of reality. In a later context we 
shall attempt to show that the principle of scale is an a priori 
character of value as such, and that there is, accordingly, 
precisely this metaphysical necessity of which Bergson speaks.^ 
Here I will content myself with pointing out that Bergson is 
entirely right, at least, in seeing in this “postulate” the driving 
force of all Greek thought, and of all the metaphysics that 
derives from it. It is this that, so to speak, generates the 
traditional form of philosophical intelligibility. We may also 
point out that to assert this necessity is simply another way 
of saying that becoming is itself unintelligible unless it is a 
passage from lower, to higher, or firom higher to lower, levels, 

■ 0p.cil.,p.32j. 

> Sm Chapter X, pp. 336 IT. Also Chapter XIII, pp. 453 f. 
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and that the very acknowledgment of these levels within 
becoming implies that the levels are not temporal. This necessity 
of traditional thought is, however, just what any philosophy 
that attempts to make the world intelligible must “postulate” 
or acknowledge. There is no type of thinking, surely, for which 
the world is not assumed to be intelligible in some sense and 
in some degree. But as soon as this assumption is made these 
non-temporal levels are implied. The presence of any meaning 
in the world, it requires little thinldug to see, implies the 
existence or subsistence of differences in meaning and value. 
If every phenomenon has equal significance, if one is, so to 
speak, as good as another, there are really no significance and 
no value. Now, I take it.that the first condition of any intelligible 
communication and interpretation of experience is the recog¬ 
nition of the differences of meaning and value within the 
temporal experience, and this presupposes the acknowledgment 
of non-temporal levels. But what, now, does this imply? With 
Bergson, we may say that to bring causality and finality 
together in an underlying principle implies this “postulate.” 
But we may equally well say that to postulate these levels 
means no less certainly the bringing of causality and finality, 
origin and destiny, together in one system of interpretation. 
System in philosophy is, as we shall later see, equally an a priori 
condition of intelligible communication and interpretation.* 
We have not hesitated to use the word “must” in our argu¬ 
ment despite its most unmodern sound. But our real contention 
after all is, not so much that philosophers must, but that they 
actually do, acknowledge this form of intelligibility whenever 
they try to make the worjd intelligible. Nor should we be 
surprised that to this very compulsion, this “invisible spell,” 
the modems themselves are yielding—even against their will. 
They too, as has been indicated, are returning to the “one, 
definite, fundamental scheme” which, as Nietzsche saw, “the 
most diverse philosophers are always filling in again.” There 
is “an innate methodology and relationship of ideas” that leads 
them or impels them in a definite order, the one after the 
other. It may be that such thinking is, in fact, as Nietzsche 
continues, “far less a discovery than a recognizing, a remem¬ 
bering, a return, and a homecoming,” and in so far “a 
' Chapter XIII, pp. 453 ff. 
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kind of atavism of the highest order.” Perhaps it is, rather, 
the “Divinity that shapes our ends, rough-hew them as 
we may.” 


VIII 

The a priori and speculative elements in traditional thought 
are, I ventured to say, features which the human mind could 
not conceivably seek to deny except as it misunderstood their 
real character and the nature of its own activity. Yet they are 
features which modernism constantly denies, and doubtless 
will continue so to do. Men will continue to point to the 
incalculable element in reality, and ask how we can presume 
to say that the world must be so—to the mind in the making, 
and how such a mind should presume to dictate an eternal 
form. They may indeed, as many are now doing, make change 
and history ultimate, and deny the possibility of all form 
whatsoever. If one cares to go to the limits of possible paradox, 
one may even express the most modern of sentiments and say 
that every attempt to give form to the world but increases 
its confusion and irrationality, for that very form itself is but 
a new element in the empirical content of the world, one more 
novelty to master. In short, the only final element in thought 
is that there is no finality. 

Now, I know of no way of compelling people to cease saying 
such things as this. Indeed, I am not sure that we should want 
to stop them if we could. The gaiety of that joyful science 
known as philosophy would be greatly moderated if thinkers 
were disallowed their intellectual play. Yet when all is said 
and done, there are limits to the things we may reasonably say, 
and this seems to be one of them. For after all there is no 
reason why one should want to say anything about the world 
at all if the only result is to add to its confusion. 

The contradiction between the timeless form and the ever- 
changing content of knowledge is, it is true, the philosophic 
“worm that dieth not,” but its gnawing has become so intoler¬ 
able that the modem mind has sought surcease from pain in 
the counter-irritant of the most appalling paradox. Life to be 
intelligible requires form, but form, we are told, kills life, so 
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life must ever be the enemy of form. Forms of thought, like 
the commandments of morality, are made only to be broken. 
With the vain and heart-breaking attempt to put some meaning 
into words like these—to make absolute becoming in some way 
intelligible—all the distinctively “modern” minds have been 
engaged. Bergson, Croce, Simmel, Alexander—to take only 
typical examples—each in his own way wrestles with the 
problem, and none can wholly disguise a hidden sense of his 
own unintelligibility. 

For the purpose of these closing remarks it is not necessary 
to make distinctions among these views. All demand that “we 
take time seriously,” and no one will deny, 1 fancy, that they 
have a serious time in doing so. Of this denial of all finality 
to philosophy, Croce has said: “What was at the beginning of 
the nineteenth century merely a simple presentiment becomes 
changed into a firm consciousness at the beginning of the 
twentieth.” The twentieth century will, above all things, take 
time seriously, and upon this seriousness it prides itself. One 
may at least be permitted to wonder whether time, with all 
its little ironies, will return the compliment. The classical, as 
Guyau has said, is reality purified by time. Will this firm 
conviction withstand the puriying process? 



CHAPTER VII 


SPACE, TIME, AND VALUE: THE AXIOLOGICAL 
INTERPRETATION OF SPACE AND TIME 


The solution of the riddle of life in space and time lies outside space and time. 

WnrOENSTEIN 

Das alle Reele ist wohl von dcr Zeit verschieden, aber eben so wesentlich 
identisch mit ihr. 

Hegel 


I 

We have seen that philosophic intelligibility is ultimately 
bound up with questions of origin and destiny and cannot be 
separated from them. When philosophy ceases to ask after the 
first and last things it ceases to be philosophy; when it drops 
from its vocabulary the terms “beginning” and “end” it ceases 
to talk intelligibly. Yet one of the most persistent character¬ 
istics of traditional philosophy is its despatialization of ultimate 
reality, its detemporalization of the concepts of beginning 
and end. What is the significance of this tendency? Clearly 
it is the feeling, the insight, what you will, that the significance 
of the problems of an ens realissimum, of origin and destiny, is 
in some way deeper than the spatial and temporal forms in 
which a natural prejudice of the intellect inevitably expresses 
them. 

With this we come to the first of the great historic problems 
of philosophy, the problem of the nature of space and time. 
Are space and time ultimately real? Has the universe a 
beginning in time? Or is there an intelligible world that is 
spaceless and timeless? If so, why did the original simul¬ 
taneity of content pass into those forms of self-extemality 
which we call succession and co-existence? These are questions 
which the great philosophers have continually asked themselves. 
What is the real meaning of these questions? How did men come 
to ask them? What is the significance of the historic answers 
to them? 

“The problems of space and time,” Mr. E. D. Fawcett 
rightly says, “compel a philosophy to declare itself.” When a 
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philosopher says that space or time is real or unreal, he has 
hereby expressed himself, not only on the fundamental 
questions of philosophy, but, by implication at least, on the 
significance of philosophy itself. Scarcely any problem has 
been so thought over as this. Every other world problem, one 
might almost believe, hangs from this—the ultimate nature of 
space and time. The reasons are not far to seek. However we 
may ultimately think space and time technically, whether as 
entity or relation, as form of thought or form of being, they are 
in some sense, at least, all-pervasive aspects of experience, and 
our decision as to their reality or unreality is determinative 
of our interpretation of reality itself. 

All the vital problems of philosophy depend upon this 
question, but not all the problems of space and time are equally 
relevant to the philosophical problem. Psychological analysis 
of the space-time consciousness may throw light bn disputed 
points. Mathematical and logical analyses have their own 
interests, but may have much less significance for the general 
philosophical problem than is often supposed. Our “physical 
outlook may, indeed, be profoundly changed if we imagina¬ 
tively realize the consequences of the theory of relativity, but 
it is by no means yet sure that our metaphysical outlook will 
be equally profoundly altered.” Be that as it may, much 
that is ordinarily included in discussions of space and time 
has little interest for us here. The problem, on the solution 
of which so much depends for our philosophical outlook, is 
still the same problem as it has always been—namely, the 
relation of space and time to the intelligible world. In terms 
of the more general discussions of the two preceding chapters 
we may state the specific problems of the present chapter in 
the following way. To what extent are intelligibility and intel¬ 
ligible communication bound up with, or dependent upon, 
description in space and time? What is the relation of space 
and time to thejfi^nn of philosophical intelligibility'} 

Traditional philosophy has uniformly conceived of the in¬ 
telligible world as ultimately non-spatial and non-temporal. 
It has always felt that the solution of the riddle of life in space 
and time lies outside space and time; with equal conviction 
it has felt that the relations of space and time are not intel¬ 
ligible in themselves, but become so only on the assumption 
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that they are “phenomenal” of something more ultimate than 
themselves. For many, on the other hand, the only world we 
have is the space-time world. If intelligibility is to be found 
at all it must be found within its confines. Moreover, they see 
no reason why the relations of space and time should not be 
intelligible in themselves, and they make every effort to show 
them to be such. 

All this will constitute the material of our discussions. It 
is of prior importance, however, to see what this problem of 
intelligibility means here, and how it arose in human thinking. 


II 

“The ancient world,” writes Spengler, “had no problem 
of space and time.” If this is true—and in a certain sense and 
with certain limitations it probably is—it is because the sense 
for the reality of space and time was unimpaired. This sense 
of their reality was due to the ease with which they were 
connected with value. This it was that made them intelligible. 

For the ordinary consciousness anything to be real must 
have a definite place in the world, i.c. must be localized. That 
which has no such place seems to have no reality at all. This 
prejudice in favour of the actual, of which we have spoken at 
length elsewhere,' is curiously illustrated by Plato’s saying 
of the ideas that they are in ronos aTonwv —a prejudice finally 
overcome only when the sophisticated modern logician finds 
himself capable of thinking of certain entities, that are still 
entities, but are homeless wanderers, nowhere and nowhen, 
neither in space, time, nor even in mind. 

Now, localization of values is not difficult for the mytho¬ 
logical consciousness. For the religion of the ancient world 
reality divided itself naturally into heaven and earth and a 
subterrannean hell. This graduated series of the regions of the 
world was palpable evidence of a graded series of values. It 
was not until these durable connections between an order of 
space and an order of meanings and values were severed that 
the problem of the reality or unreality of space arose. When, 
however, it dawned upon thought that there could be no 
< Chapter II, pp. 67 f. 
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absolute determinations of space, since every place is deter¬ 
mined by relations to other places, the old world-picture was, 
as Hoffding says, doomed. With the passing of this old picture 
questions of reality and unreality necessarily appeared. 
Hitherto it had been possible to express “spiritual” distinctions, 
distinctions of meaning and value, by spatial distances and 
relations. Hence no sharp distinctions between the material 
and spiritual were drawn. Now, however, the natural prejudice 
in favour of localization contends with a tendency against 
localization and limitation. Two possibilities thus appear. 
Through dissociation from the “real” the spiritual or value 
order may become unreal. But with equal plausibility the 
question of the ultimate reality of space may be raised. Is 
space ultimate or is it a form of appearance in which a non- 
spatial reality manifests itself? 

As with space, so with time. The sense of the reality of time 
remained unimpaired so long as it remained possible easily 
to locate values in time. As the religious consciousness located 
its gods in space, so it located the supreme values at the be¬ 
ginning and end of time. The question of the reality of time 
arose only when this connection was severed. When time came 
to mean, as for instance in the Hindu mind, movement leading 
to no end, movement without direction, no value could be 
attributed to time itself, and because of the inseparability of 
value and reality time became unreal. The traditional philo¬ 
sophical conception of the ultimate unreality of time has its 
origin in the idea of its meaninglessness; the depreciation of 
time, the idea of its essential imperfection as a corruption of 
eternity, is a necessary consequence. The philosophy, on the 
other hand, that seeks to find the ideal realized in the present, 
that finds the eternal in the temporal itself, is a direct attempt 
to overcome this ancient dissociation of time from value. 

In such fashion, then, have space and time become the funda¬ 
mental problems of an intelligible world. In such fashion, and 
in such fashion alone, could the problem of their reality or 
unreality ever have arisen. The “depreciation of space and 
time,” so characteristic of traditional philosophy, is but the 
reverse side of a growing appreciation of other meanings of 
reality than that of localization in space and time—as necessary 
alike for intelligible communication and interpretation of 
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experience—and which makes of the natural demand for 
localization a prejudice. < 

The origin of the space-time problem is thus axiological. 
Its ultimate meaning and final solution must be equally so. 
But this axiological problem presents itself, as, indeed, we have 
seen all the historical problems of philosophy do, in ontological 
form. James Ward has classified the problems of time under 
three heads: (a) the formal; (b) the ontological; (c) the axio¬ 
logical. The same holds true of space. 

“For traditional philosophy space and time have,” as 
Bergson shrewdly observes, “necessarily the same origin and 
the same value. The same diminution of being is expressed 
both by extension in space and detension in time. Both are 
but the distance between what is and what ought to be.”* 
This “depreciation” of space and time, characteristic of the 
main line of philosophical thought, issuing in many cases in a 
doctrine of their unreality, is the main element in traditional 
philosophy against which, in one form or another, modernism 
chiefly takes issue. The debate has mainly taken place in the 
broad and open spaces of abstract logic, but the real under¬ 
lying issues have been axiological, as we shall seek to show. 

These two problems are, of course, intimately related both 
historically and logically; but they must be carefully dis¬ 
tinguished. The contradictions in space and time which are 
supposed to make them unintelhgible and thus ultimately 
unreal, might conceivably be due to “certain obstinate pre¬ 
judices now overcome by the labours of the mathematicians,” 
but this would in no wise affect the second problem. The argu¬ 
ments of Leibniz and Lotze, for instance, for the relativity 
of space and time may be met by the absolutists. They may, 
for instance, have definitely refuted the claim that the existence 
of points or positions in absolute space involves contradiction. 
But this method does not enable them to prove that that 
which is free from logical contradiction has ultimate existence 
or reality. Still less does it enable them to answer those who 
maintain that the world is more intelligible on the assumption 
that space and time are not ultimately real. The reason for 
this is plain. The real problem of space and time is not whether 
they are internally contradictory or not, but rather whether 
' See Chapter II, pp. 71 f. « Cnative Evolutm, English translation, p. 318. 
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they are intelligible in the sense that their absoluteness or 
relativity is consistent or inconsistent with the interpretation 
of experience as a whole. 

It is, I repeat, of the utmost importance to make this dis¬ 
tinction clear. I can do so in no better way than by referring 
to the form in which it is vaguely but no less genuinely ex¬ 
pressed by Mr. Bertrand Russell. Thus, writing of time, he 
says: “The arguments for the contention that time is unreal 
and that the world of sense is illusory must, I think, be regarded 
as illusory. Nevertheless, there is some sense, easier to feel than 
to state, in which time is an unimportant and superficial 
characteristic of reality. Past and future must be acknowledged 
to be as real as the present, and a certain emancipation from 
slavery to time is essential to philosophic thought.”* Thus 
Mr. Russell shares with traditional philosophy a certain 
depreciation of time; and he shares it for the reason that he 
knows, however inadequately he may be able to express that 
knowledge, that the real reason for the depreciation of time in 
traditional philosophy lay not so much in the arguments for 
the unreality of time as in the consciousness of the ultimate 
unintelligibility of a world in which temporal distinctions are 
taken as absolute, in the consciousness that meanings and their 
validity are in some sense non-temporal. 

It is, then, the axiological problem of space and time with 
which we are primarily concerned in this chapter, the problem 
of space, time, and value. This is by no means to suggest that 
the other problems are negligible. In fact, from other points 
of view, as, for instance, that of the formation of a concept of 
nature or natural science, the other problems become the more 
important and our special problem may conceivably be ignored. 
Thus A. N. Whitehead takes the “homogeneity of thought 
about nature as excluding any reference to moral or aesthetic 
values.” These values of nature are, however, he adds, “perhaps 
the key to the metaphysical synthesis of existence. But such a 
synthesis is exactly what I am not attempting.”* Yet if the 
values of nature are the key to metaphysicaJ synthesis or inter¬ 
pretation, as I for one certainly believe, then it is obviously 
the space-time problem as it is related to values that is central 
and determinative. 

* Logie and Afysiicism, p. 26. * A. N. Whitehead, The Concept of NaturCf p. 5. 
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III 

Tradidonal philosophy has in the main felt compelled to 
deny the ultimate reality of space and time. We have now 
seen why it has felt compelled to do so. Yet common sense 
and science seem to agree that they can do nothing with the 
world except on the hypothesis of their concrete reality, and 
many forms of recent philosophy have followed their lead. 
The demand that time shall be taken seriously is one of the 
fundamental notes of modernism. In so far as, more and more, 
space and time are found inseparable in scientific description 
and explanation space must be taken seriously, too. 

Now, I think it may be said without hesitation that, in so far 
as intelligibility is sought merely in description and explanation 
as understood by science, space and time must, indeed, be taken 
seriously and therefore as real. By this I mean that the mutual 
externality of parts in space and of moments in time is the 
condition of any such intelligible description and explanation. 
But the problem is, how far does this hold for all communica¬ 
tion and interpretation? In other words, how far is philosophy 
compelled to retain this mutual externality in its more ultimate 
interpretation? May we not rather be compelled to reconstruct 
our space-time notions if there is to be genuine understanding 
and adequate communication of the meaning of reality? May 
it not be necessary to supplement this mutual externality with 
a type of category more intimate to the life of experience if 
there is to be any really intelligible communication of that 
experience? 

It is clear, I think, that description, whether for science or 
practice, is in the last analysis localization, and necessarily 
involves taking the mutual externality of parts of space and 
moments of time as though they were ultimate and final. 
Nothing can be really described except as it is thus localized 
in space and time. This is true of the mental as well as the 
physical. Communication of meaning is possible without 
localization, at least definite localization, but description of 
any mental fact involves necessarily direct localization in 
time and, at least, indirect localization in space. Whatever we 
may think on the vexed question of physical space and mental 
space, in some space every describable fact or event must have 
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its place. Moreover, the unit of scientific description, as 
modern science is coming more and more to see, is the ^‘point- 
instant.” In this sense the Einstein theory is, as Alexander 
holds, “a result of last importance.” For description, at least, 
space-time is indissoluble. As the framework of all descrip¬ 
tion anything that is describable at all in the sense of science 
can be so described by a system of space-time co-ordinates. 

In this sense, but in this sense alone, are space and time 
“all-pervasive categories.” In another sense, as we shall see 
more fully later, they certainly are not. For there are “objects” 
in the broadest sense of that term of which to say that they are 
localized in space and time is meaningless. There are many 
such objects—all those^ in fact, for which the philosophers have 
been compelled to use such terms as “subsistence” and “valid¬ 
ity.” Description, properly speaking, is possible only of existents 
physical and mental. The meanings of these existents and the 
meanings of existence itself are not describable; they can 
only be acknowledged in communication. Communication 
itself, upon which description and explanation, no less than 
interpretation, ultimately rest, is not an object describable 
by science.I 

All this is true, and as fundamental as it is true. But there 
is still a sense—and to this we must hold fast throughout our 
discussion—^in which space and time are all-pervasive categories, 
in the sense, namely, that this mutual externality is the necessary 
condition of intelligible description. When the Indian mystic 
cries, “That art thou, that art thou,” and points to the varied 
objects of the natural worlds he is undoubtedly communi¬ 
cating a meaning that is both intelligible and valid. When the 
poet cries, “I am a part of all that I have seen,” he is expressing 
something that surely is intelligible to the poet in all of us. 
But to neither of these experiences can science give any 
intelligible meaning, for both statements involve a negation 
of that very externality upon which all the clearness and 
distinctness which science seeks in its descriptions rest. This 
mutual externality, abstracted from concrete experience and 

* Description of existents takes place, it is true, only in terms of universal 
that are nowhere and nowhen, and these, when taken apart from the existents 
they describe, are not actual. These alone do not, however, describe the actual. 
Such description is impossible without the localization which makes the indi¬ 
vidual actual. 
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represented as continuous homogeneous magnitudes, is precisely 
what we call space and time. To deny the reality of space and 
time is, accordingly, not only to impoverish the world, as 
Lossky says, but in a very genuine sense to rob it of part of its 
intelligibility. Even more does this appear to be the fact when 
we consider space and time in connection with explanation. 

For some purposes of science, explanation and adequate 
description may, perhaps, be conceived to coincide. Ideal in¬ 
telligibility {Durchsichtigkeit) is achieved when nature is reduced 
to a system of space-time co-ordinates. But there is a necessary 
element of intelligibility, even in science, which refuses to be 
exhausted in such description. 

Most of what we have in the past considered necessary for 
intelligibility has been driven out as anthropomorphic fictions. 
We are even told that to say that the combination of H^O 
gives rise to water is further than we can properly go. A func¬ 
tional relation is all that we can legitimately assert. Yet even 
in science such asceticism has not wholly won the day. The 
investigations of Professor Lawrence J. Henderson, for instance, 
compel him to the conclusion that there is revealed in nature 
something more than this—“a certain order or pattern in the 
properties of the chemist,” an “element of direction,” which 
must be taken into account. These things, it is true, are 
“hidden when one considers the properties of matter abstractly 
and statically, for it is recognizable and intelligible only 
through its effects. It becomes evident only when time is taken 
into consideration. It has a dynamical significance and relates 
only to evolution.”* 

Explanation, even in science, involves more than mere 
description. The historical categories will not be denied. They 
have, indeed, been bled white by the increasing abstractness of 
science. It is to pump blood back into these anaemic categories 
that Bergson and other modernists bM us take time seriously.'^’ 
Time, real time, is the necessary condition of the intelligibility 
of the vital and psychical processes, even of the chemical. It 
takes time for all “creative resultants.” This much is fully 
understood. But what is not so easily seen, perhaps, is that 
the same is true of space. Nowhere is the inseparability of space 
and time so clearly seen as precisely in all those sciences in 
» The Order of Mature, p. 184. 
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which to “description’’ is added “explanation,” where, in 
other words, the historical categories enter. Let us consider 
space first. 

We have seen that mutual externality, as represented in 
separate co-existing positions in space, is the necessary condi¬ 
tion of all description. Without this externality all things fall 
together in a mutual interpenetration which, while it may have 
a meaning of its own, a meaning which can, indeed, be acknow¬ 
ledged and communicated, is incompatible with description. 
This mutual externality is, if possible, even more demanded 
where historical explanation supervenes upon static descrip¬ 
tion. This principle of mutual externality we may, from this 
point of view, describe as the law of segregation or the principle 
of “necessary spaces.” We shall find this principle all-per¬ 
vasive in the organic and inorganic world in the realms of 
mental and social phenomena. 

To this principle of segregation, for instance, the historical 
geologist ascribes fundamental importance and world-wide 
significance.“Segregation,” writes J. W. Gregory, “converted the 
widely diffused nebulse into planetary knots, and then divided 
each young planet into a metallic centre and stony crust. 
I’he beginning of the geological history of the earth was the 
segregation of the materials of the constituent meteorites 
into three zones. The making of the earth into a condition 
suitable for the abode of life and ultimately for the home of 
man was the continuation of this beneficent process of segre¬ 
gation. . . . All the materials required for the life and work 
of man existed in the rocks of the lithosphere and in the 
waters of the ocean or in, the air: but they were prac¬ 
tically useless until each had been connected in beds in 
which they could be obtained in the necessary quantity and 
purity,”! 

This tendency of similar materials to collect together in 
groups, Gregory continues, “has affected the world from the 
primeval knotting of the nebulae to the crowding of people 
into towns. This all-pervasive impulse takes on, however, 
different forms as we pass from the inorganic to the organic. 
In biology, for instance, segregation or spatial separation is 
found necessary for the fixation of species. One of the most 
* Thi Making of the Earthy pp. 75 ff. 

ft 
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important contributions made since Darwin to our under* 
standing of the method of the origin of species is a series of 
suggestions coming from various sources, but all centring about 
the general idea of “isolation.” “It is an absolute certainty,” 
says H. W. Conn, “that single variations cannot perpetuate 
themselves if there is free possibility of breeding with unmodified 
members of the race,” and he holds this idea of isolation to be 
of such importance as “to deserve to rank with natural selection 
and Lamarckism as a third great theory or factor in the origin 
of species.”* Into the details of the methods of isolation, 
geographical and physiological, we need not enter. It suifices 
for our purpose that the principle of geographical isolation 
of necessary spaces is of the utmost importance for explanation. 
In the making of living organisms, no less than in the “making” 
of the earth, without the externality of space time cannot do 
its work. 

In the mental and social life of man the evidence of this 
principle of necessary spaces is still clearer, as its influence is 
in a sense even more profound. Thus Eduard Meyer, the 
historian, begins with the “axiom” that the whole mental 
development of mankind has as its preliminary assumption 
the existence of separate social groups.* Imitation, assimilation, 
interpenetration, are in the minds of the social philosophers 
both the conditions and the ideals of historical development; 
but separation and opposition are found to be equally necessary 
for the emergence and fixation of those qualities of individuality 
in culture which we find most significant and valuable. Else¬ 
where I have developed in detail the central r61e which segre¬ 
gation and isolation play in the development of social values.3 
It is enough, perhaps, to say with Gregory that “human 
segregation, though often deplored, will not only continue 
despite all attempts to stop it, but is probably as necessary 
and beneficent as similar tendencies in the inorganic and 
organic world.” 

Even more fundamental than the law of necessary spaces— 
if, indeed, the two can be at all separated—^is the law of necessary 
times or stages. To arrive at any “higher” or more complex 

> H. W. Conn, The Methods of Evolution^ chapter vii, p. 282. 

> Qpoted from Henry Adams, The Degrada^ of Democratic Dogma, p. 259. 

3 Valwdm: Its Nature and Laws, pp. 339 ff. 
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stage of existence “takes time.” Any explanation of the emergent 
characters and qualities of the universe requires us to take time 
seriously. 

“It was the peculiar abUity of Darwin,” writes Professor 
E. G. Conklin, “to see nature in four dimensions—length, 
breadth, depth, and duration. He observed the activities of 
earthworms for a season, and then calculated the agricultural 
and geographical importance of earthworms acting through 
many years. He observed the minor variations of animals and 
plants, and then saw the evolutionary signihcance of such 
changes when extended through geological time.” It is the 
sense for this fourth dimension that is the peculiar gift of the 
modern world, and which more than anything else sets 
modern thought in contrast with the ancient. The Greeks, 
it is probably true, had so little of this sense that things and 
events, so soon as they were past, tended to merge into a 
background of timeless myth. “Once upon a time” was all the 
temporal localization necessary to give an event reality. Be 
that as it may, the element of duration, of necessary times in 
explanation, in the making of the qualities of the universe, 
was almost wholly lacking in ancient science as in ancient life. 

It would be superfluous to attempt to expand this thesis; to 
attempt to develop in detail that which has become a common¬ 
place of modern knowledge. It would involve a resume of all 
the dynamic sciences, and would be no more than a restate¬ 
ment, mutatis mutandis, of what we have said regarding necessary 
spaces. Enough here merely to state the conclusion that the 
principle of “necessary times” is absolutely indispensable for 
intelligible communication and interpretation. Both description 
and explanation imply it. 

What, then, is the significance of this principle or “law” of 
necessary' spaces and necessary times? It is, first of all, a general 
statement of their all-pervasive character. They are the neces¬ 
sary conditions of intelligible explanation as well as of intelli¬ 
gible description. In the second place, for the modem scientific 
consciousness as for traditional thought, space and time have 
“the same origin and the same value.” Necessary spaces and 
necessary times both are, from the standpoint of their intelligi¬ 
bility, the distance between what is and what ought to be, the 
less meaningful and the more meaningful. As such they belong 
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together and for an ultimate interpretation are inseparable. 
Finally, the intelligibility which space and time thus acquired 
in explanation is solely instrumental^ to make use of a distinction 
of a former chapter, and as such presupposes intrinsic intelligi¬ 
bility.* The necessary and the “beneficent” character of space 
and time relations, of which the scientist somewhat naively 
speaks, presupposes a teleology, an acknowledgment of values, 
which alone make these relations significant. The problem of 
space, time, and value is thus before us. 


IV 

The origin of the space-time problem—as a philosophical 
problem, at least—we found to be axiological. Its ultimate 
meaning and final solution must, we insisted, be axiological 
also. The first condition of such a solution is naturally an 
examination of the relations of space and time to values. 
Otherwise expressed, our problem is somewhat as follows. 
The fundamental task of this chapter is to determine the rdle 
of space and time in the interpretation of reality, or in our 
conception of an intelligible world. We have repeatedly found, 
however, from various angles of approach, that the notions 
of reality and value are inseparable. It is clear, then, that no 
determination of the role of space and time in this interpretation 
is possible until we have considered the relation of space and 
time to value. 

With this question we have come to one of the most difficult 
problems of this chapter, and one in the discussion of which the 
greatest confusion of thought is possible. If, as has been sug¬ 
gested, the values of nature are the key to metaphysical inter¬ 
pretation, then the question of the relation of values to space 
and time is fundamental. On the other hand, this very question 
is made extraordinarily difficult by ambiguities in the concept 
of value. The merely psycho-biological conception is of values 
as adaptations of organism to environment, and, from the 
genetic point of view, as certain adaptations which emerge 
as evolution runs its course. If this were the whole story of 
values, what we have said of space and time in the prece^ng 
• Chapter V, pp. 183 ff. 
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section would apply without change to the sphere of values. 
But it is not the whole story, as we have seen.* The necessarily 
vicious circle inherent in this conception forces us to other 
conceptions of value, and demands that we shall consider the 
question of the relation of space and time to values on its own 
merits. 

We may begin by asking, concerning “values,” the same 
questions we asked about “things.” Are the principles of 
necessary spaces and necessary times involved in the descrip¬ 
tion and explanation of values? Are relations of space and time 
part of the nature of values? These questions must, in a sense, 
be answered in the affirmative. It is in connection with space 
and time that values become sichtbar; in connection with them 
alone that the meaning and values of things are acquired. 
It is only as “evolution runs its course” that there emerge, 
at the reflective stage of mind, tertiary qualities, ideals of 
truth and beauty and the ethically right, having relations 
of value. 

Mutual externality of positions in space and of moments in 
time are, we have seen, necessary for description and explana¬ 
tion. In the descriptions and explanations of the geologist, 
biologist, and sociologist, moreover, an element of meaning and 
value has already entered. The “beneficent” character of these 
factors is emphasized. Necessary spaces and necessary times 
are postulated as the condition of all those qualities of the 
universe, all those adaptations to which we ascribe value— 
as necessary, in short, for the acquirement of meaning and value. 

In this sense, and to this extent, space and time seem to be 
part of the nature of any value. 

This seems to be true also when we come to the distinctively 
human values, although the problem then becomes more 
complex and more difficult. Here, as elsewhere, space and time 
seem to be part of the nature of any value; and we find that we 
can do nothing in the way of description and explanation of 
values without assuming the “reality” of space and time. It 
is unnecessary to comment on the significance of space and 
time factors in determining economic values. Change in space 
and availability in time may make all the difference between 
worthlessness and fabulous “value.” But this is also true, in a 
* See Chapter IV, pp. 136 ff. 
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sense, of those values which we call ethical and aesthetic. 
There is this much truth in all naturalistic explanations and 
interpretations of such phenomena, that it is only in their 
relativity to time and place—in other words, to the specific 
situation—that they become evident and are realized. For our 
purposes, however, it will serve to emphasize only one aspect of 
the situation, namely, the r 61 e of the principle of necessary times 
in determining the emergence and realization of such values. 

The role of the prolongation of infancy in the development 
of the family has been frequently cited as an instance of the 
function of the spatial and temporal environment in “eliciting” 
values. Here time, both in the phylogenetic and the ontogenetic 
series, is “creative.” In this case, and in all similar cases, the 
only natural and common-sense point of view is to say that, 
since time, or times, are necessary to elicit these values—since 
“it takes time,” so to speak, to “make” them—time itself is 
creative and, as such, part of the nature of the value as such. 
It is at this point in our thought that there arises the idea of 
“emergence” of new qualities, and with it the whole idea of 
emergent or creative evolution, a notion which we shall con¬ 
sider more fully later. 

All these facts may be summarized for our purposes in the 
following generalization. Space and time, and their relations, 
are not only a part of those aspects of reality we call things, 
but of those we call values. In a sense, this generalization is but 
the corollary of the conclusions of an earlier discussion in 
which we found that value is part of the nature of things, 
part of the very material with which science deals.' And, in 
fact, all our actual everyday experiences seem to justify this 
conclusion. Such experiences seem to derive all, or at least 
most, of their significance and value from the fact that one 
position in space is not with another, one moment in suc¬ 
cession not with another. Mutual externality, with all that it 
implies of necessary spaces and necessary times, is a necessary 
condition of intelligibility in the sphere of values as well as 
of things. There seems to be no denying this generalization, no 
escape from this .very law of life itself. The not-yet and the 
no-more consciousness seem to be an essential part of both the 
realization and communication of values. All our plans, of 
> See Chapter V, pp. igS ff. 
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course, depend upon them, and if for them be substituted a 
merely timeless order, our purposes and values seem to become 
unmeaning. The inmost meaning of time is the inalienable 
difference between that which is and that which ought to be, 
and, conversely, it seems, the inmost meaning of value is bound 
up with its expression in the time form. 

Taken in a certain sense, this conclusion would scarcely 
be denied by anyone. Traditional philosophy, even in its 
most “mystical” fonn, always tells us that “the external world, 
as viewed spatially and temporally, has much to teach us 
about ultimate truth.” Mutual externality stands for something 
in the “real” world, although there are “spiritual” realities 
to which it does not apply. This idea—that space and time are 
somehow “phenomenal” of value in its ultimate sense, that 
they arc the necessary forms in which values are realized, and 
yet the values themselves transcend these forms—is an imper¬ 
ishable element in traditional philosophy. To make this view 
intelligible is the task of the following sections. Here I shall 
merely point out that it is but a special form of the problem 
of the relation of value to existence and reality as considered 
in an earlier chapter.* 

The inalienable difference between what is and what ought 
to be is, in a sense, the ultimate mystery. It is this, our inability 
really to identify the actual with the ideal, that compels us 
to acknowledge the reality of space and time. It is, however, on 
the other hand, this that equally compels us to acknowledge 
values which transcend space and time. 


V 

The driving force of the traditional interpretation of space 
and time is to be found, then, in their essential limitations as 
the a priori of a significant, intelligible world. All-pervasive 
aspects of reality they may be; but this fact, while important 
for description and explanation, is not final for interpretation. 
If to maintain this is a depreciation of space and time, then 
traditional philosophy must be charged with consistent and 
continuous undervaluation. 

» Chapter IV, pp. 158 ff. 
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With this depreciation, however, there is a corresponding 
appreciation of their significance and reality. Space and time 
may be “phenomenal,” but they arc phenomena bene fundata. 
By themselves they may be meaningless and unintelligible, 
but as expressions or “symbols” of non-spatial and non¬ 
temporal meanings and values they are highly significant. To 
this positive side of traditional thought we must presently 
turn, but it is first necessary to examine a characteristic view 
of modernism which, while denying absolute reality to space, 
emphasizes all the more strongly the absolute character of 
duration. 

The extent of Bergson’s break with the past is shown pre¬ 
cisely by his putting asunder things which traditional thought 
had, apparently, effectually joined. According to his view, 
space is, indeed, but an instrument of description and explana¬ 
tion, unintelligible in itself and by its very limitations incapable 
of making the world intelligible. But with time, properly 
understood, the case is wholly different. Not only is time real, 
but the only reality. Not only has time in itself meaning and 
value, but duration is meaning and value. In other words, the 
key to all interpretation and intelligibility is the intrinsic and 
absolute nature of time, the identification of being with 
becoming. 

Now, it must be admitted that, despite the close relations 
of space and time, the phenomenal character of time is much 
more difficult to sustain than that of space. It encounters 
immediately the objection that the interconnection of psychic 
states and activities has, though no space aspect, yet certeiinly 
a temporal character. There is also the difficulty that, while 
space is in a sense irrelevant to value, time is not. The idea of 
duration as absolute is much more difficult to meet than in 
the case of space. 

But is absolute duration intelligible? Can the metaphysical 
identification of being and becoming be carried out? Bergson’s 
doctrine of time has been examined from every conceivable 
angle. Here we shall concentrate our attention on one single 
aspect, the axiological—the particular aspect, however, which, 
if our interpretation of the historic space-time problem is 
valid, is fundamental. It is an aspect, moreover, which will b^ 
highly significant for the discussions to come. 
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The historic attempts to interpret the world have, according 
to Bergson, uniformly failed because they have all refused to 
take time seriously. This is true alike of historic idealisms and 
spiritualisms and of modern naturalistic evolutionism. All have 
attempted to derive the more from the less, when it is possible 
only to derive the less from the more. For these philosophies 
there has always been more (of meaning and value) in the 
static and permanent, when, in fact, there is really more in the 
changing. The assumption underlying Bergson’s entire philo¬ 
sophy is, accordingly, that time, taken in itself, has intrinsic 
meaning and value and that, consequently, the world becomes 
intelligible only on the assumption of a “creative evolution” 
in which time is the matter and womb of creation itself. 

With the consequences of tliis assumption we are not at 
present concerned.' Rather let us examine the primary 
assumption. Time is in itself meaningful and has, indeed, more 
of meaning and value than the things within or without time. 
This is, of course, the negation of all traditional insight. 
Like space, time also acquires meaning only when seen as the 
distance between that which is and that which ought to be. 
Detension in time, like extension in space, is, as Bergson says, 
for traditional thought merely the expression of degrees of 
reality, of increase or diminution of value. For Bergson, on the 
other hand, time not only has meaning without this “direction,” 
but is itself the essence of meaning and value. 

Such a complete transvaluation of all metaphysical values 
is hard to understand. One phase of this morbid evaluation of 
time is indeed intelligible. Mutual compenetration and mutual 
interpenetration have, indeed, always been felt to be the 
condition of appreciation and understanding of the “spiritual 
world.” For traditional philosophy also, there has always been, 
to use Bergson’s own words, “more” in interpenetration than 
in externality. But now appears that phase of his thought 
which is not understandable. This meaning and value of inter¬ 
penetration he thinks to find in an immediate intuition of 
pure duration itself—in mere becoming, as though this inter¬ 
penetration were in any intelligible sense in the becoming itself. 

Now, it can be shown, I think, that the meaning he appears 
to find in becoming does not belong to the becoming itself. 

‘ They will be coxuidered in Chapters IX and X, 
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An analysis of our experience—taken at its highest points, such 
as, indeed, Bergson himself undertakes—disproves his position. 
Our consciousness does not perceive sequence, our acts and 
states do not really follow one upon the other except as they are 
held together by value. The very interpenetration, continuity 
itself, is felt only through direction introduced into the becoming 
from a source other than itself. The weakness of Bergson’s 
view, as, indeed, of the whole group of philosophies that make 
evolution itself creative, is the false assumption that time, 
process, tendency, are themselves matters of intension, them¬ 
selves carry meanings and values, when they represent merely 
the “means of approach to values.” This “packing” of time or 
space-time with meanings and values is, as we shall see, the 
only thing that gives to modem doctrines of emergence the 
apparent intelligibility they seem to have. 

I think that this can be actually shown from Bergson’s own 
analysis of becoming.* At the risk of labouring the point let 
me indicate more exactly what I mean. Bergson speaks of “an 
infinite multiplicity of becomings.” Becoming is infinitely 
varied. That which goes from yellow to green is not that which 
goes from green to blue; that which goes from flower to fruit 
is not that which goes from larva to nymph and from nymph 
to perfect insect. The action of eating and drinking is not the 
action of fighting. And these three kinds of movements them¬ 
selves—qualitative, evolutionary, extensive—differ profoundly. 
“It is but a trick of our intelligence that abstracts from these 
profoundly different becomings the single representation of 
becoming in general.” Whence, now, I ask, the different 
“colourings” of these different becomings? Whence other 
than from the different meanings which these movements 
embody, directions which could not be recognized except 
by the apprehension and acknowledgment of the values 
which the meanings presuppose and which determine the 
directions? 

The more of meaning which one seems to find in becoming 
docs not, I repeat, belong to mere becoming itself. To grasp 
meaning in a movement, one must grasp direction; and the 
directions of all these different types of movement, the very 
continuity and interpenetration which make of them indivisible 

• Creative Evoktion, pp, 304 ff. 



SPACE, TIME, AND VALUE 251 

wholes, are determined by that which can be grasped only by 
intelligence oriented towards value. 

The intellect, it is said, cannot grasp movement. If we 
mean by movement particular local motion, it is true that the 
intellect does not seize it as the senses do. But it does not 
follow that the intelligence solidifies movement in grasping it. 
All depends on what we conceive intelligence to be, and what 
the natural orientation of the intelligence is. The intellect 
grasps intelligible movement only by means of concepts, the 
concepts namely of potentiality and realization, of potency 
and act. These concepts, as we shall see later, are neither 
merely practical, nor are they intellectual dogmas forced 
on a resisting reality. They spring from the fact that inter¬ 
penetration and continuity are themselves intelligible only as 
successive states are held together by value. They are value 
concepts, and the only way in which meaningful becoming 
and movement can be grasped. 

“Time,” as Guyau has ironically said, “is too often made a 
sort of mysterious reality designed to replace the old idea of 
providence and made almost omnipotent.” This subtle temp¬ 
tation is seen in a large part of modern thinking about time. We 
moderns are right in taking time seriously; but to do so, it is 
not necessary to read into it meanings which, by itself, it 
never has. We are right in saying that time and space are real. 
They are existents on much the same grade of reality as the 
objects for which, without them, there is no intelligible 
description and explanation. As such, and in so far, they are 
of the very tissue of the given. But they are limited in that they 
cannot lead beyond thentSelves in any other way than by 
repetition of themselves, thus giving, as the last word they can 
say about themselves, the endless in space and time. They have, 
in the words of Leibniz, no “sufficient reason” in themselves. 

Taken by itself, each is dumb; neither is able to make 
itself intelligible. It is .supposed by some that they do become 
intelligible when we make of them a sort of Siamese twins; 
the entity called space-time. But is the situation really 
changed? Does the adding together of two unintelligibles 
make an intelligible? For myself, I cannot see that it does; 
for either we interpret this space-time as something in which 
there is no “direction,” or else we endow it with a nisus, with 
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potentiality—^whether we use the terms or not. But this imme¬ 
diately transforms it into something quite other than the 
becoming or space-time of either common sense or science, 
something so like that mysterious reality designed to replace 
the old idea of Providence that it becomes the begetter of the 
very Deity out of which providence itself comes. 


VI 

Appreciation of the reality of space and time, more parti¬ 
cularly of time, is then the characteristic of modern thought. 
The conclusion that space and time are part of the nature of 
any value sets the seal upon the doctrine of the reality of space 
and time. Yet depreciation of space and time—especially of 
time—^is equally, as Mr. Alexander says, a sentiment widely 
spread among thinking men. Quoting certain expressions of 
these sentiments from poet and philosopher, he remarks: 
“A person might well be content to be an idealist in philosophy 
in order to have the right of saying these noble things.” 
Perhaps it is the need of saying these noble things, at least, 
of acknowledging certain human meanings and values, which 
requires poet and philosopher alike to reconstruct their con¬ 
ceptions of space and time. 

These needs, these exigencies, are there, but they are not 
particularly easy to express. “Space,” Mr. Merz admits, 
“obtrudes itself everywhere, not only on our outer, but also 
on our inner, view, and is directly or collaterally the all- 
embracing receptacle of the whole of our experience. And yet 
we feel that, although space and spatial features obtrude them¬ 
selves everywhere, they do not give us that which is most 
interesting and important to us. . . . We feel instinctively 
that the refined and spiritual experiences do not belong to 
objects or persons in their purely spatial existence, but form a 
world for themselves in the same way as in the purely intel¬ 
lectual region—^numbers, mathematical formulae, and logical 
connections form realities by themselves.”* The arguments for 
the unreality of time, Mr. Russell, we have seen, finds illusory. 
“Nevertheless, there is some sense, easier to feel than to state, 

* A Fragment of the Human Mind, p. 184. 
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in which time is an unimportant and superficial characteristic 
of reality.” 

These things, easier to feel than to express, are precisely 
what traditional philosophy has uniformly felt and acknow¬ 
ledged. It is these things that the “idealistic” doctrine of space 
and time has sought to express, however inadequately. 
Traditional philosophy has never denied, at least, in spirit, 
I think, the reality of space and time, although in its con¬ 
fusion of existential and axiological categories it has often 
appeared so to do. It has merely insisted that ultimate reality, 
that is reality in its really intelligible form, cannot be ade¬ 
quately expressed in the relations of space and time. For this 
we must go beyond externality to a type of category more 
intimate to the life of experience. In a sense it can be said, 
perhaps, that traditional philosophy, at least in its more 
magnanimous forms, has attempted the impossible—impossible 
at least to common sense—^in calling space and time both real 
and unreal at the same time. Impossible or not, it is the sine 
qua non of intelligible communication and interpretation. 

Reinterpretation of the traditional doctrine of space and 
time is, accordingly, our first task. As a primary condition of 
its adequate interpretation, it is necessary to recognize, first 
of all, that it is beyond the distinction of epistemological realism 
and idealism. Although associated in later thought with 
epistemological idealism, historically it has been maintained 
by realist and idealist alike. 

It is important to emphasize this point if we are to under¬ 
stand the real driving force of traditional thought. The 
phenomenal and dependent character of space and time has 
been recognized by thinkers whose theories of knowledge are 
realistic. Again, while for idealists much of the force of the 
phenomenalistic position has seemed to arise from the con¬ 
tradictions which appear in our notions of space and time when 
they are conceived as independent entities, it is, nevertheless, 
entirely possible to find these arguments illusory and yet 
accept, in its essence, the traditional position. In fact, the real 
driving force of the argument is axiological. As the origin of 
the space-time problem is axiological, so must its ultimate 
solution be also. 

It is in Leibniz, perhaps, that the deeper motive of the 
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traditional doctrine appears at its best. We think of Leibniz, 
to be stire, as the one who did most to press that form oif 
idealism which regards space and time as private to finite 
sentients and without ultimate cosmic standing. In space, for 
instance, he says, we have an ens mntale which derives from 
our confused perception of other kinds of relations of simple 
entities, themselves not spatial. As thus explained, space is an 
order of coexisting which obtains only for qualitative contents 
of this or that monad. It is not an order which includes the 
monads themselves. It has, therefore, no ultimate cosmic 
standing. Generalized, and freed from the particulars of 
Leibniz’s system, the essentials of this doctrine arc that space 
(and time also) constitute an order that does not include any 
of the monads, ideas, and values that are considered ultimate. 
Leibniz’s disproof of the independent reality of space and time 
is indeed largely formal and logical in character. It emphasizes 
certain contradictions which conceivably rest upon mis¬ 
understandings which mathematical logic can remove. But 
beneath these surface arguments is a deeper one, axiological in 
character, arising from certain assumptions or presuppositions 
without which intelligibility is ultimately impossible. 

Leibniz’s disproof of the independent reality of space and 
time, when stripped of the particulars of his own system, is, 
I repeat, the essence of the traditional line of thought. We must 
accordingly examine it with some care. “I say then,” Leibniz 
writes, “that if space was an absolute being, there would 
happen something for which it is impossible that there should 
be a sufficient reason, which is against my axiom, and I prove 
it thus. Space is something absolutely uniform; and without 
the things placed in it,, one point in space does not absolutely 
differ in any respect whatsoever from any other point in space. 
Now from hence it follows (supposing space to be something 
in itself besides the order of bodies among themselves) that 
’tis impossible that there should be any reason why God, 
preserving the same situations of bodies, among themselves, 
should have placed them in space affer one certain particular 
manner and not otherwise, and why everything was not placed 
in the contrary way, for instance, by changing east into west. 
But if space is nothing else but the order of relation, and is 
nothing at all without bodies but the possibility of placing 



SPACE, TIME, AND VALUE 255 

them, then these two states, the one such as it now is, the other 
supposed to be the contrary way, would not at all differ from 
each other. Their difference, therefore, is only to be found in 
our chimerical supposition of the reality of space in itself.”* 
The case, Leibniz holds, “is the same with respect to time.” 
In other words, space and time are unintelligible when con¬ 
ceived as independent entides and the world in space and 
time is unintelligible when they arc so conceived. 

It is easy to miss the force of Leibniz’s argument in our 
dissatisfaction with the form in which he expresses his ideal 
of intelligibility or sufficient reason. We may question the assump¬ 
tion that space and time are objects about which the question 
“why?” can be intelligently and legitimately asked. We may 
question his appeal to the ideal mind or will of God as a 
criterion of intelligibility. Yet both these forms of expression 
may be discounted and the essence of the argument remain 
unimpaired. Both the why, as an external purpose, and a God 
as a purposer, may be taken as symbols, or even as convenient 
fictions, without affecting its meaning or force. For the point 
of the argument is this, as he states it in his fourth letter to 
Clarke: If space and time are uniform, and they are, and if 
their mutual externality is conceived as existing or subsisting 
wholly independently, then “there can be neither any external 
nor internal reason by which to distinguish their parts and to 
make any choice or distinction among them.”* In other words, 
so conceived, there is no element of direction in space and time, 
and without direction they are ultimately meaningless and un¬ 
intelligible. 

In maintaining this position, however, Leibniz is but 
insisting upon that which most thinkers, both ancient and 
modern, have fully realized. Given the idea of spatial endless¬ 
ness of the universe, it is impossible that any one direction in 
the universe can be distinguished from another. But just as in 
a spatially infinite universe there can be no over, nor under, 
so just as truly is it impossible to have an earlier or later in one 
that is temporally infinite. Rather must the total condition 
of the universe at all moments of time be, as we instinctively 

' Third Letter to Clarke, quoted from R. Latta, Leibniz, The Monadology, etc,, 
p. 102. 

* Op, cit,, p. 104, note. 
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feel, really the same. The ultimate meaninglessness of absolute 
space and absolute time, and the ultimate unintelUgibility of 
a world without limits and without beginning and end, are 
among those insights of traditional thought which no amount 
of sophistication can really darken. If there is to be direction 
in space and time, if space and time themselves are to have 
meaning, they must get it from something other than themselves. 
For this reason it remains true, as Mr. Russell says, that “a 
truer image of the world is obtained” (if, indeed, we must have 
an image) “by picturing things as entering into the stream of 
time from an external world outside than from a view which 
regards time as the devouring tyrant of all that is.” It is truer 
because more intelligible. 

This refusal of traditional thought to identify being and 
becoming either with duration, or with space-time, is, I 
repeat, ultimately axiologically motived. This appears most 
clearly, I think, when we examine from this point of view the 
contradictions or antinomies which traditional thought has 
uniformly found in space and time when made absolute— 
the antithesis of the finite and the infinite in its various forms. 

These problems have, it is true, been uniformly conceived as 
logical and ontological, but they are gradually being recog¬ 
nized as deeper both in origin and nature. On the one hand, 
one may well question whether the removal of the problem 
to the subjective world is more than an evasion. On the 
other hand, it may be doubted whether any mere “logical” 
proof that space and time when conceived as absolute are free 
from logical contradictions, really proves that they are ulti¬ 
mately intelligible. In any case, the unintelligibility of space 
and time, as argued from the antinomies, really implies the 
problem of the relation of space and time to value. 

This is, perhaps, best seen in the difficulties of the antithesis 
of the finite and the infinite which any attempt to conceive the 
ultimate metaphysical reality of time brings out. The idea 
of time as finite implies the end of time, and therefore an 
end of happening, change, life, and volition. The idea of the 
infinite, on the contrary, opens out a vista of an infinite series 
of events in infinite time, and therefore implies that the will 
can never come to rest; the gates of the future are for ever open. 
These contrasting ideas are respectively congenial to different 
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men according to their respective temperaments. But if we 
look closely at them, “it is,’^ as Windelband says, “difficult 
to say which idea is the more intolerable^ that of an absolute 
rest, or that of a never ending restlessness of the will. Both 
elements have their emotional value in relation to the finite 
time-aspects of empirical reality and our varying experience 
of it. At one time rest is welcome after long unrest; though 
it is tolerable only if it does not last too long. By others the 
struggle, even if it does not attain its end, is gladly welcomed; 
yet if such a state of things is conceived absolutely, it threatens 
to make the will itself illusory. Thus we see that the things that 
are certainly real in the finite world of experience become 
impossibilities the moment they are converted into absolute 
realities by metaphysical thought.”^ 

I have quoted this passage at length for two reasons: first, 
to bring out the essentially axiological origin of the antinomy 
problem and its relation to the phenomenological doctrine of 
time; secondly, in order to comment on this use of the concept 
of the intolerable. That the antinomy of the finite and the 
infinite is no puzzle of the mere intellect, but gets its real 
drive from its relation to volition and value, is obvious, as was 
indeed made clear by Hegel’s distinction between the “good” 
and the “bad” infinite. The identification of metaphysical 
impossibility with the intolerable, moreover, indicates the 
close relation of intelligibility to value. This relation has already 
been indicated in our doctrine of intrinsic intelligibility,^ 
but the further thesis, that the axiologically intolerable is also 
one aspect of the metaphysically unintelligible, constitutes one 
of the main theses of certain discussions to come. 3 I will not 
stop here to develop this idea of the intolerable as the unin¬ 
telligible. In this connection it is merely another indication of 
our general thesis (which the present section has made clear), 
that as the origin of the space-time problem is axiological, so 
must its solution ultimately be. 

I have dwelt rather long, perhaps, on these old things. If so, 
it is because only by so doing could the essence of traditional 
thought regarding space and time be made clear. It is because 
Leibniz’s conclusions, as well as his line of argument, exhibit 

* W. Windelband, Introduction to Philosophy (1921), pp. 98 ff. 

» Sec Chapter V, pp. 183 ff. 3 See Chapter X, pp. 334 ff. 
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the axiological motive so clearly that I have made use of them. 
It is because this argument, quite independent of any secondary 
questions of subjectivity or objectivity, of mental or non-mental 
character, embodies an insight which no amount of sophisti¬ 
cation can darken, that I have used it to display the ultimate 
intentions of traditional thought. 


VII 

The phenomenal character of space and time is the essence of 
traditional interpretation. We are now familiar with the negative 
side of the argument, with the “depreciation” of space and time. 
Let us turn now to the more positive side of the conception. 

Space and time are not intelligible in themselves because 
they have no “sufficient reason,” neither external nor internal 
meaning. Whatever meaning they have—and they have a 
genuine meaning and reality according to traditional thought 
—comes from something other than themselves. For inter¬ 
pretation space and time are phenomenal of an intelligible 
world, of an order that is really “logical” or “teleological.” 
Space and time arc the very warp and woof of the canvas on 
which the meanings of the world are spread out. But they 
constitute only the canvas. This genuine meaning and reality 
—that which they have precisely because of their “phenomenal” 
character—^we must now seek to understand. 

Steinmetz, the distinguished scientist, has said that “poetry, 
revelation, philosophy, mathematics, and science, all agree 
that space and time are not entities, but are conceptions of the 
human mind.” To this dictum there will be many to take 
exception. But if he had said that all agree in recognizing 
objects or entities whose “meanings” arc non-spatial and non¬ 
temporal his statement could scarcely be challenged. 

With regard to mathematics and science nothing is clearer 
than the gradual substitution of logical relations for the empirical 
intuitions of space and time, of a logical order for a space-time 
order. We speak of the depreciation of space and time in 
traditional philosophy. Minkowski, with whose mathematical 
and physical conceptions those of Einstein are closely related, 
draws a picture of the world as four-dimensional with space and 
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time “degraded to mere shadows, leaving nothing of their 
substance save a sort of unitedness of the two.” The absolute 
world-order which both Minkowski and Einstein postulate, is 
one in which objects, and the definite relations which are what 
we mean by space and time, have not yet been construetcd. 
Much discussion has arisen as to the relation of this view of 
space and time to that of Kant. The view, expressed by Cassirer 
and others, that there is a significant divergence between the 
views of Kant and Einstein is probably true. For Kant, as for 
Newton, space and time were unchanging frameworks in 
which the objects of nature exist. For Einstein they are always 
empirical, and not pure transcendental forms. For Kant, space 
and time are relative to the intelligible world of meanings and 
values. For the modern doctrine of relativity they are relative 
to the empirical world also. But, significant as the divergence 
is between the most modem mathematics and science and the 
traditional philosophical conceptions, as they found expression 
in Kant, this divergence should not be allowed to obscure the 
fundamental agreement of the modern doctrine with the essence 
of the tradition. The substitution of logical relations for the 
sensuous intuitions of space and time means that the intelligible 
world is non-spatial and non-temporal. 

When it comes to the intuitions of “poetry and revelation,” 
the very essence of those intuitions and, as we shall see, the very 
condition of their communication, are the acknowledgment 
of objects whose meanings are non-spatial and non-temporal. 
“A poet,” writes Shelley in his Defence of Poetry, “participates 
in the Eternal, the infinite, the one. As far as relates to his 
conceptions, time and place and number are not. The gram¬ 
matical forms,” he continues, “which express the moods of 
time, and the difference of persons and the distinctions of place, 
are convertible with respect to the highest poetry without 
injuring it as poetry; and the choruses of ^Eschylus, the Book 
of Job, and Dante’s Paradise would afford, more than any 
other writings, examples of the fact, if the limits of this essay 
did not forbid.” The agreement of the poets on this interpreta¬ 
tion of the “reality” with which their imaginations deal is 
so unanimous that at this point, where we are concerned only 
with their own interpretations, we need only note the agree¬ 
ment with traditional philosophy. 
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Whatever may be said of poetry and revelation, of science 
and mathematics, the instinct of philosophy is sure and its 
idiom definite and distinctive. Space and time are “pheno¬ 
menal” of more ultimate meanings and values. For traditional 
thought mutual externality in space and time is the condition 
of things in the world of sense, mutual inclusion or compene- 
tration the distinctive character of the “spiritual” or intelligible 
world. Spatial relations are phenomenal of inner affinities, 
temporal process of inner meanings and values. Non-spatial 
and non-temporal intuition is the condition of the interpre¬ 
tation of the space-time world itself. 

That space and time are phenomenal of an order of meaning 
and value is, as we have seen, assumed even in the “descrip¬ 
tions” and “explanations” of science. Necessary spaces and 
necessary times are necessary for the development of qualities 
and totalities, meanings and values, themselves not spatial 
and temporal. Even in the sub-human world, organic and 
inorganic, space and time relations are intelligible only with 
reference to a non-temporal and non-spatial order. It is, to be 
sure, only in space and time and through space-time processes 
that such qualities and meanings emerge. But space and time 
acquire meaning only with respect to directions which are 
themselves non-spatial and non-temporal. Mutual externality 
is a law of this world, but not its deepest law. 

This is true even of the sub-human world, but it becomes 
still more evident when we enter the world of persons and their 
relations. The phenomenal character of space and time, in the 
sense described, is assumed in all interpretations of community 
and State, of whatever type. A correspondence between the 
space-time order and a non-spatial and non-temporal order 
of values is taken for granted in every interpretation of the 
human order. By this correspondence I understand something 
very definite and something the meaning of which is imme¬ 
diately evident. The idea of “community” is essentially a 
non-spatial conception—^it is the mutual acknowledgment of 
common values. Yet, as we have seen, the very “axiom” of 
the historical understanding of such community is the existence 
of separate social groups. Actually, the local contiguity and 
the spatial isolation of a group from other groups are always 
taken as outward and visible signs of an inner or spiritual 
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community of social aspiration. It is this immediate corre¬ 
spondence between the spatial and non-spatial orders, always 
assumed, that constitutes in this connection the phenomenal 
character of space. 

This correspondence between the spatial and non-spatial 
orders is, of course, only approximate. Only in those sections 
of mankind which have not yet succeeded in actively controlling 
the physical order for their purpose^ is it true that spatial 
contiguity and inner similarity, spatial remoteness and inner 
dissimilarity, coincide. But these facts only serve to show the 
more completely how the spatial order is related to the non- 
spatial. In proportion as man’s conquest over space becomes 
complete, he seeks to' devise means to extend and retain this 
inner unity of aims and interests, in spite of spatial separation. 
The abolition of distance effected by science and civilization 
is, as it were, a practical vindication of this philosophical 
doctrine of space. Humanity’s ideal seems to be to make 
communication in thought with our fellows free from the 
restrictions of space and time. Mutual com-penetration, com¬ 
munity, is assumed to be the meaning of the human, social 
world. It is assumed throughout that there is more of meaning 
and value in com-penetration and community than in exter¬ 
nality. The mere fact that men can communicate with each 
other more widely and more quickly does not, to be sure, of 
itself mean incretise of value, as is so often assumed in superficial 
conceptions of progress. This very communication brings with 
it negative values that must be taken account of. But this wider 
and more rapid communication forms a necessary condition 
of progress. The eliminati&n of space and the binding of time 
are the conditions of civilization. But these conditions have 
no significance unless civilization and culture themselves are 
apprehended as having non-spatial and non-temporal signi¬ 
ficance. 

The interpretation of human life thus assumes that the spatial 
relations of human beings are phenomenal of non-spatial 
meanings and values. Similarly, any interpretation of human 
life presupposes that the temporal strivings of intelligent 
purposive beings are phenomenal of inner meanings and values, 
themselves not temporal. 

All concepts of development, whether in the ancient sense 
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or in the more modern sense of progress, presuppose this 
phenomenal relation between temporal stages and non-temporal 
levek of value. This is not yet the place to take up specifically 
the problem of an intelligible conception of progress. Here 
we shall content ourselves with pointing out that, while the 
principle of necessary times is a law of all human striving 
and development, it also is not the deepest law. “It takes time” 
for new qualities to emerge in the inorganic and organic world. 
It takes time for human meanings and values to be realized. 
The principle of “necessary stages,” through which all develop¬ 
ment, individual and social, must go, is fundamental. All short 
cuts in development mean movement in a circle. Time is 
phenomenal here, but it is also, in the special sense in which 
we are using the term, a phenomenon bene fundatum. But just as 
with the idea of a mutual compenetration that shall transcend 
space, so the idea of an order of values that transcends time 
is presupposed in all intelligible concepts of progress. The only 
intelligible concept of progress, as we shall see later, is a 
transcendental one.' 

For traditional philosophy, space and time have necessarily 
the same origin and the same value. Both are but the distance 
between what is and what ought to be. The same diminution 
of being is expressed by extension in space and detension in 
time. The general truth of this characterization is now obvious. 
The truth of the traditional position itself now appears in the 
fact that distances, whether spatial or temporal, have meaning 
only as they are conceived of as instrumental to the realization 
of meaning and values. From the axiological point of view, 
phenomenal and noumenal can be translated into instrumental 
and intrinsic. 


VIII 

I have now developed what seems to me to be the real 
meaning of the traditional conception of the space-time order, 
as phenomenal or symbolic of non-spatial and non-temporal 
relations. Are the upholders of this view forced to regard the 
conditions of space and time, under which alone the meanings 

* See C 2 hapter XI, pp. 386 fF. 
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of this order emerge and through which alone we learn to 
realize them, as themselves unreal and mere appearance? Not 
at all. The conditions of space and time, though when taken 
by themselves without meaning and value, are yet essential 
to this realization; and our idea of them suffers loss if divorced 
from these conditions. If space and time are in this sense 
symbols they are symbols which are part of tiie truth. 

This is one aspect of the traditional conception, but only 
one. It has as its correlative, as we have seen, the recognition 
and acknowledgment of objects whose meanings are non- 
spatial and non-temporal. The very condition of making space 
and time , themselves intelligible is the assumption of the 
non-spatial and non-temporal order of meaning and value. 
With this traditional view there has, accordingly, always gone 
a doctrine of non-spatial and non-temporal intuition, and the 
philosophers who represent it have always maintained the 
genuineness of such super-sensible knowledge. In this all the 
precursors of Kant have believed, to this view all who have 
sought to escape phenomenalism have returned. What shall 
we say of this persistent element in philosophical thought? 
Is there such intuition? To this question our entire chapter 
has in a sense been leading up. On our answer to it much of our 
future discussion must inevitably turn. 

Let us recall, then, first of all what this position really means. 
One might be glad, it was said, to be an idealist in order to 
say certain noble things. The noble things in question were 
precisely those idioms in which poet and philosopher express 
their insight into spaceless and timeless realities. There are, 
in fact, certain “idioms.” of “spiritual” communication and 
interpretation—^idioms which imply non-spatial and non¬ 
temporal experience—without which the higher ranges of 
human experience are incommunicable. Two that we shall 
specificially consider are the idioms of “omnipresence,” and 
of the “timeless present.” The first embodies the realization 
of that compenetration or confluence that negates the exter¬ 
nality of space; the second that interpenetration that negates 
the mutual externality of successive moments in time. Without 
these forms of speech communication of that which man is at 
his highest pitch is impossible. The necessary interdependence 
of communication and intelligible interpretation, as we have 
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worked it out, makes the acknowledgment of these meanings 
the presupposition of all interpretation. But the point which 
we wish to insist upon here is the existence of this idiom. If there 
were no such experience as is represented by this concept of 
intuition, there would be no understanding of this idiom. 

To the poet and religionist these idioms are familiar and 
wholly intelligible. What could we do, asks Dean Inge, with 
the entire range of the higher poetry—with Shelley’s Alastor 
or Wordsworth’s interpretation of nature, for instance—if we 
did not understand these idioms? What could we do with the 
religion of a Plato or a Paul, or with St. John’s life of Christ? 
Literally nothing. Without an experience corresponding to 
these idioms, they would all become nonsense, as indeed they 
are perhaps to some. Now it is, of course, possible to say of the 
language of poetry, as of the language of metaphysics, that it 
is meaningless words. This is the common retort of the “matter 
of fact” mind, for which the nature of reality is already pre¬ 
determined by the prejudice in favour of the actual in space 
and time. Here we shall simply insist, with Hegel, that the 
first condition of philosophical knowledge is the acknowledg¬ 
ment of all the forms of human experience. Philosophy must also 
understand and speak this non-spatial and non-temporal idiom; 
for without it philosophy would also remain stupid and dumb. 

This philosophical idiom has its difficulties and, as we shall 
see, is not wholly easy to make intelligible. Thus the philo¬ 
sopher—to say nothing of the poet and the religionist—speaks 
of the “things” that are temporal and the “things” that are 
eternal, for he must use the only language that the natural 
prejudice in favour of the “actual” permits him. He must speak 
in existential terms when it is really with meanings and values 
that he is concerned. Yet despite all the difficulties inherent 
in metaphor, the essential intuition expressed in this idiom 
cannot be darkened. Let us examine these forms of expression 
more closely. 

Take, for instance, the spiritual idioms of omnipresence 
and immanence. In them some of the deepest human meanings 
are, and indeed alone can be, expressed, for it is the form of 
thought in which non-spatial meaning is acknowledged. It is 
highly figurative, but for that reason none the less ultimately 
intelligible. Over the shifts to which the literal and purely 
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analytic mind has been put adequately to express this insight, 
one knows not really whether to weep or to smile. The school¬ 
men, for instance, in attempting to express that ubeity which 
they called omnipresence distinguished three kinds of “where- 
ness”: circumscriptive, definitive, and repletive, the first being 
attributed to bodies, the second to souls, the third to God. 
They illustrate perfectly the consequences of the confusion of 
the axiological and existential point of view. With his charac¬ 
teristic wisdom and intellectual magnanimity, Leibniz remarks, 
however, that “he does not know whether or not this doctrine 
deserves to be turned into ridicule, as some people endeavour 
to do.” Here, it is possible, the philosophers, even the school¬ 
men, thought better, than they spoke, for in the “repletive 
ubeity” they rather humorously attributed to God, they were 
translating, were they not, into technical terms, an idiom which 
in their more human moods they all thoroughly understood? 

It is not different with the idiom of the “timeless present.” 
“Timelessness,” says Fawcett,* “is a favourite term of the 
philosophers. . . . There is a voice in the study, but no 
answering experience shows in the vasty deep.” This dictum 
the most superficial survey of human experience must compel 
us to deny. Timelessness is indeed a “command concept,” 
as Fawcett calls it, but not of the study; rather of all intelligible 
communication and interpretation. The poet sings: 
Glikklichen schldgt keine Stunde” We not only understand what 
he means, we also know that it is true. “So let him wait God’s 
instant men call years,” cries another poet. Bring to bear upon 
this expression of the eternal element in experience the analysis 
of the schoolmen and you,will get results equally ludicrous, as, 
indeed, some of the serious discussions of the infinite prove. 

The point I am trying to make here is a simple one, but, I 
think, one of great importance. It is the necessity of the non- 
spatial and non-temporal idiom for the communication and 
interpretation of experience. In other words, there is experience, 
intuition, which this idiom alone expresses. Can this idiom 
itself be made intelligible? It all depends upon what we consider 
philosophical intelligibility to be. 

“The effort of philosophy to rationalize” (in our terms to 
make intelligible) “the non-temporal is,” says Rogers, “a 
> The Divine Imagining, p. 107. 
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total failure.” Acceptance of the temporal character of reality 
is necessary, he holds, “not only to save human values, but 
speculatively necessary also” if we are to 6nd for our words 
about the concrete world a definite and intelligible meaning. 
“The moment I try to reduce time to a logical category in an 
eternal and unchanging universe, that moment I am forced 
to abandon outright my everyday descriptions; and since I am 
not recompensed for the loss by an increase of intelligibility, 
I hesitate to make the exchange.”* 

If the acknowledgment of non-temporal meaning meant the 
abandonment of our “everyday descriptions” we might well 
sympathize with this reluctance. But it does not, as we have 
seen. Mutual externality of things in time, the principle of neces¬ 
sary times, is not only the condition of the emergence, of the 
realization of values, but this principle itself is unintelligible 
without the assumption of a non-temporal order of values. On 
the other hand, as we have also seen, there is an increase of 
intelligibility if we acknowledge non-temporal objects. In fact, 
“if we are to find for our words about the concrete world itself 
a definite and intelligible meaning,” we must use this idiom. 
The role of space and time in civilization and culture is a 
practical vindication of this philosophical doctrine. 

In the experience of this concrete world, permanence, 
lastingness, is a test of value and reality. We increase the value 
and meaning of things in ordinary life when we lift them above 
the temporal level and secure them from the ravages of time. 
May we not, then, think of eternity or the “timeless” as a mode 
in which we express value? When we speak of God as eternal, 
the core of our meaning is that we look upon God as the abso¬ 
lutely valuable. This conception of value, this mode of expressing 
value, does not necessarily imply something that has never 
been in time, but rather something which, having been in 
time, is then raised to a higher level, the process of time having 
made its contribution to value, or having been the condition 
of the emergence or realization of value. 

The point we are insisting upon here is merely the necessity 
of this non-spatial and non-temporal idiom for the expression 
of the meaning of the spatio-temporal order itself. It is not 
necessary to deny that form of experience which is described 
> A. K. Rogers, What is Truth ? pp. 175 ff. 
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as super-sensible intuition. The fact that there are such 
experiences, realizations, remains, of course, the ultimate 
source, as it is the final ground, for that universal agreement 
of poetry, revelation, mathematics, and philosophy of which 
Steinmetz speaks and also for the Great Tradition which 
expresses that agreement. But it is not necessary for our argu¬ 
ment to appeal to such insights here. It is enough for our 
purpose to insist that the acknowledgment of the reality of such 
moments is actually presupposed in the entire idiom of spiritual com¬ 
munication—in every attempt to communicate the meaning of our 
spatio-temporal experiences themselves. 

Otherwise expressed, there is constant expression of these 
“things” that are outside space and time. Of the things in 
space and time we say, this thing is outside that, they cannot 
coincide and amalgamate: this thing comes after that, the 
former must disappear before the latter arrives. But our minds 
tell us that there is a large class of objects of which these 
statements are not true, and the meanings of which are wholly 
incommunicable in these terms. “These things do not interfere 
with each other. They are alive and active, but they are neither 
born nor do they die. They are constant without inertia, they 
are active but they do not move.” Our knowledge of this order 
is as direct and certain as our knowledge of the spatio-temporal 
order, and we have an idiom to express that knowledge. 

If there were expression, communication, of meaning only 
when there is description in space and time, we should have to 
choose between ineffability and despair. But every yes and 
no, every affirmation or negation, proves the possibility of ex¬ 
pressing that which is not $0 describable. The truth remains— 
and it is perhaps the deepest truth, underlying all other 
truths—that communication transcends space and time and is 
itself not describable in space and time. The solution of the 
riddle of life in space and time, if there be a solution, lies out¬ 
side space and time.^ 

* Here again one sees that the fundamental problems of metaphysics all go 
back ultimately to the problem of the philosophy of language. The “language of 
metaphysics^* always implies a doctrine of realism as opposed to nominalism. 
It is true that, as Mauthner has said, there never has been, nor could there be, 
a consistent nominalist. He who talks at all is always a realist. But the meta* 
physician is he who believes that language can express objects, or refers to objects, 
which, while real, are not describable as existents in space and time. 
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IX 

The traditional conception of space and time as we have now 
developed it and interpreted it contains two elements. Space 
and time are phenomenal of a non-spatial and non-temporal 
order of meanings and values. This presupposes a super-sensible 
intuition of a non-temporal and non-spatial order. Our inter¬ 
pretation of these two elements provides us, I think, with the 
means of understanding and solving what is, perhaps, one of 
the central and most difficult questions of traditional thought. 

For traditional philosophy origin and destiny are essential 
parts of “the form of philosophic intelligibility.” Yet the all- 
pervasive character of space and time seem to eliminate all 
intelligible meaning from the concepts of absolute beginning or 
end. Has the world a beginning in time or an end in time? 
Is it limited or unlimited in space? About these questions, as 
well as others, has raged the discussion of the intelligibility 
or unintelligibility of space and time. 

Now, so far as mathematics and physical science are con¬ 
cerned it may probably be said that the question whether the 
world is endless or not in space and time is at present unsolved 
if not insoluble. In an article entitled, 1 st die Welt in Raum und 
Zeit unendlich? the Vienna physicist, Erich Hass, expresses the 
belief that while it is '*widersinnig” to seek in physical laws a 
proof for the infinity of the universe, at the same time he believes 
that the physical facts can never bring a cogent proof for the 
opposite position.' One thing that seems to militate against an 
unlimited universe is, however, the fact of direction in it, the 
fact, namely, that all events, including the physical, appear to 
possess a definite direction—at least, if we take the principle of 
entropy as “metaphysical,” that is, as more than symbolic 
description. Be this as it may, and we shall consider this 
problem in a later connection, all that concerns us here is to 
comment on the questionable character of the dogma of the 
endlessness of the world in space and time. 

More important than this, however, is the recognition of 
the fact that the problem of ultimate origin (and, as I think, 
the problem of ultimate destiny also) is not affected by the 
all-pervasive character of space and time as we have come to 
* Archivjur Systmatische Philosophie, 1912. 
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understand it. The reason for this is that in our terms the 
ultimate problems of space and time are not logical, but 
axiological. 

The position of traditional thought on this point is as 
definite as it is constant. The argument for a first cause, for 
intelligible causation, is, as it has been understood from Aris¬ 
totle on, entirely independent of the philosophical considera¬ 
tion of the eternity of the world. Eternity as such is only a 
chronological attribute and can never be made equal to the 
reason—the sufficient reason—of a thing. One might find many 
expressions of this position, but here again we may with advan¬ 
tage take a classical formulation as found in Leibniz’s paper 
“On the Ultimate Origination of All Things,” especially 
useful for our purpose here for the reason that it was Leibniz 
also who furnished us with the best insight into the driving 
force of the traditional view of space and time. “Even by 
supposing the eternity of the world,” Leibniz holds, “we cannot 
escape the ultimate extra-mundane reason of things, that is to 
say, God. For in eternal things, even if there be no cause, 
there must be a reason, which for permanent things is necessity 
itself, or essence. But for the series of changing things, if it be 
supposed that they succeed one another from all eternity, this 
reason is the prevailing of inclinations which consist not in 
necessitating reasons, of an absolute and metaphysical necessity, 
the opposite of which involves a contradiction, but in inclining 
reasons. These inclining reasons are the superiority of the good 
over the bad in the things that come to pass. The balance or 
preponderance inclines the will of God without absolutely 
necessitating it, to create these contingent things.”* 

Leibniz’s idiom, it may be admitted, is suificiently remote 
from our present ways of expressing ourselves. But for the 
discerning thinker, this difference will not serve to obscure the 
perennial truth of these conceptions which belong to the 
natural use of the intelligence as such—namely, that cause and 
substance in their metaphysical use are axiological concepts 
and belong to philosophical intelligibility as distinct from 
scientific description and explanation. The traditional argu¬ 
ment does not ask where the world came from. It asks something 
much more fundamental—how to account for its character 

« op. cU., p. 338. 
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and the directions of its becoming. If the world is eternal, then 
it is eternally unmeaning unless it gets its meaning from some¬ 
thing beyond space and time. The answer to the riddle of the 
world in space and time lies outside space and time. 

To this question of ultimate origination and intelligible 
causation we shall turn in the following chapter. Here I wish 
merely to suggest that the “phenomenal” character of space 
and time, as we have sought to understand it, opens up a way 
to the understanding of this problem also. 


X 

The characteristic of the traditional solution of the space- 
time problem is that reality is both in and out of space, both in 
and out of time. The Great Tradition is the magnanimous 
tradition, and it is characteristic of the magnanimous philo¬ 
sophers of all time that to the ^'either, or," of the downright 
mind they have wanted to say “both, and.” Reality is both 
in and out of space and time; space and time are both real 
and unreal. However inadequate his formula, it was this 
that led Kant to say: “Empirically real, transcendentally 
ideal.” 

But this, Bergson, like many others, finds an “appalling 
contradiction.” Rather than formulate such a contradiction 
philosophers were necessarily led, he holds, to sacrifice the 
weaker of the two terms and to regard the spatio-temporal 
aspect of things as mere illusion. For myself, I find no such 
contradiction. “Dor alle Reele ist wohl," says Hegel, “to« der 
Zeit verschieden aber eben so wesentlich identisch mit ihr." With this 
I can fully agree, as also with a further statement of his, in 
the same connection, “^o geht auch die Z^^ Unterschied der 
Objectivitat, und einer gegen dieselbe, subjectioen Bewusstseins, nichts 
an." ‘ These two sentences are almost the most significant things 
ever said on this question. For they summarize in a few words 
the traditional conception as I understand it. 

^ The distinction of subjective and objective is irrelevant to 
the real problems'of space and time. The significant problems 
lie beyond the distinction of epistemological realism and 
I En^klopadie, § 258 (Kirchmann ed., p. 216}. 
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idealism. The motives which underlie the conception of space 
and time as phenomenal of a non-spatial and non-temporal 
order, while historically closely connected with the motives of 
epistemological idealism, are not necessarily bound up with 
them. That a Leibniz should call them “mental entities,” a Kant 
“necessary forms of perception,” is understandable, but the same 
conception was equally present in ancient philosophy in which 
the element of modem subjectivism had not yet appeared. 
Moreover, the absolute world order which both Minkowski 
and Einstein postulate is one in which objects with the definite 
relations which are what we mean by space and time have 
not yet been constructed. The dissociation of this traditional 
doctrine from subjectivism is the first condition of our under¬ 
standing it. 

It is equally true that the ultimately real is different from 
time, even as it is essentially identical with it. That space 
and time are all-pervasive in the sense of being the necessary 
conditions of the description and explanation of existence, does 
not exclude the equally important truth that reality has other 
aspects that are not expressible in these categories. Reality 
is both in and out of space, both in and out of time. Tliis we 
all know, for we assume it in all our attempts at the communi¬ 
cation of the meanings of reality. Communication itself tran¬ 
scends the spatial and the temporal. We all know this. But we 
can understand it only on the basis of the fundamental axiom 
of intelligible thought and its communication—the insepara¬ 
bility of value and reality. 

The significance of this chapter in the development of our 
main theme is, then, twofold. We have, on the one hand, 
reinterpreted and, as I think, justified the traditional position 
which refuses to identify “reality” vdth existence in space and 
time, in other words with becoming. But we have also, by our 
reinterpretation of that position, also cleared the way for a 
restatement of the traditional “form of philosophical intelligi¬ 
bility.” Such intelligibility is, as we have seen, ultimately 
bound up with questions of origin and destiny and cannot 
be separated from them. Yet one of the most persistent tenden¬ 
cies of this same tradition is to detemporalize and despatialize 
these conceptions. We have at least come to understand 
the significance of that tendency. The solution of the riddle 



272 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

of life in space and time—^if there be a solution—does, indeed, 
lie outside space and time. But certainly there can be no solu¬ 
tion of that problem which involves the abandonment of the 
one form in which thought alone can intelligibly express itself. 
To the development of the elements in this form we must 
now turn. 



CHAPTER VIII 


ORIGIN AND VALUE; POTENTIALITY-MATTER 
AND SPIRIT 


Surely it is not likely that fire or earth or any such element should be the 
reason why things manifest goodness and beaxny both m their being and their 
coming to be, or that those thinkers should have supposed it was; nor again 
could it be right to ascribe so great a matter to spontaneity and luck. When 
one man declared then that reason was present—as in animals so throughout 
nature—being the cause of the world and all its order, he seemed like a sober 
man in contrast with the random talk of his predecessors. . . . Those who thought 
thus stated that there is a principle of things which is at the same time the cause 
of beauty and that sort of cause from which things acquire movement. 

Aristotle, Metaphysics 

The present depression of humanity has its origin, I believe, solely in man's 
degraded sense of his origin. The human race feels itself like a rat in a trap. We 
began in mud and shall end in mud. Life b reaching the end of its tether. Humanity 
rots for a new definition of life. 

The Glass of Fashion^ p. 170 


I 

The problem of an intelligible world begins with the problems 
of space and time, implicates inevitably the alternative of 
matter and spirit, and findc its culmination in questions 
relative to the origin and end of all things. The what, the 
whence, the why and the whereto, are the questions with 
which philosophy started, and in some form they will be the 
questions of philosophy until the end of time. When the 
philosopher ceases to ask about “the first and last things,” 
he ceases, ipso facto, to be a philosopher. 

But while these continue to be the root questions of any 
cosmology, their form changes. From one point of view the 
entire history of speculative thought might be written in 
terms of changes in the form and meaning of these questions. 
It was, indeed, the realization of this truth, however imper¬ 
fectly, that gave the touch of genius to the thinking of William 
James. In considering metaphysical questions pragmatically 
he reckoned, it is true, with imperfect and incoherent con¬ 
cepts of value and reality, but he at least recognized that 
these questions about “first and last things” are genuine 

8 
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problems of philosophy because they are the problems of 
men. 

Many, indeed, speak of the “absolutely false and super¬ 
annuated conception of philosophy, according to which the 
object of the latter is the beginning and end of things.” Thus 
Couturat, voicing this modern fashion in thought, says: “Such 
questions, in so far as they are at all soluble, evidently belong 
to the scientific and historical methods, and have nothing 
really philosophical about them unless by confusion of ideas, 
springing from the ambiguity of the word principium, according 
to which principle is identified with beginning.” That they 
should be considered not to be soluble at all one can well 
understand. That is, indeed, a necessary consequence of the 
separation of questions of “fact” from questions of “value.” 
But that there should be thought to be anything in the 
scientific or historical methods as such, even to take hold of 
these problems, to say nothing of solving them, is an illusion 
which critical science itself has abandoned. It may be a 
superannuated philosophy that asks these questions. But if 
philosophy ceases to ask them, something else in the human 
spirit will continue to do so. What wc call that something— 
that fundamental initiative of the human spirit we call 
speculation—^matters little. One does not get rid of meta¬ 
physics by calling it question-begging epithets. Nor are ques¬ 
tions any less metaphysical for being pragmatically considered. 

The speculative form characteristic of modern thought i^ 
that of evolutionism in some form or another. Evolutionary 
naturalism, creative evolution, emergent evolution, such are 
some of the formulas in which it is sought to make the world 
intelligible. The idea of evolution, it has been well said, is 
“the lord of all our present thinking.” As Mallock has said, 
“it gives speculative meaning to the history of humanity and 
excites men by suggesting great social changes in the future.” 
In so far, however, as it gives this speculative meaning, it does 
so ultimately only by some conception, either explicit or 
implicit, of ultimate origination. In so far as it excites or 
interests men by suggestions concerning the future, it does so 
ultimately only by epneeptions, either explicit or implicit, of 
ultimate destiny. It is the metaphysics of the modern. 

That any intelligible conception of evolution is essentially 
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and necessarily a metaphysic is a position few, I think, would 
care to deny. It is, nevertheless, a question we shall consider 
in its proper place. Here we shall content ourselves with 
pointing out that the recognition of its metaphysical character 
brings with it necessarily the recognition of the problem of 
the ultimate nature of the reality which has evolved, and the 
question of the destiny or character of the direction in which 
the evolution takes place. It is on these questions that modern¬ 
ism in all its forms takes an exactly contrary course from 
that of the “natural metaphysic” of the human mind, from 
the form in which an intelligible world has been traditionally 
conceived. The concepts of both origin and destiny (direction) 
have been separated from value. Qjuestions of value, we are 
told, have nothing to do with questions of origin. The concepts 
of “direction,” even the concept of “perfection,” as used in 
naturalistic evolution, has nothing to do with value. These 
far-reaching dissociations of hitherto durable connections of 
ideas involve consequences of such magnitude that a most 
searching examination is imperative. In a sense the whole 
question of intelligible discourse is at stake. 


II 

For traditional thought origin and value have always been 
held to be inseparable. On this question the greatest thinkers 
have never been in doubt, although they have had difficulty in 
expressing this belief adequately. The reason for the belief is 
clear enough. There is, it has always been felt, more in spirit 
than in matter, more of meaning and value, and therefore 
more of “reality.” 

Underlying this traditional way of thinking is, however, an 
assumption which modernktic philosophy in the main inskts 
upon calling a prejudice. Nietzsche, in many respects the 
epitome of modemkm, calk it “the typical prejudice by 
which the metaphysicians of all time can be recognized.” 
“How could,” so these metaphysicians ask themselves, “how 
could anything originate out of its opposite? Such a genesis 
is impossible; whoever dreams of it k a fool—nay, worse than 
a fool, Things of the highest value must have a different 
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origin, an origin all their own. In this transitory, seductive, 
illusory, paltry world, in this turmoil of delusion and cupidity, 
they cannot have their source. But rather in the lap of Being, 
in the intransitory, the concealed God, in the thing-in-itself— 
there must be their source and nowhere else.”* 

Nietzsche is undoubtedly right in seeing in this the typical 
attitude of traditional philosophy. Whether prejudice or neces¬ 
sary presupposition, this feeling constitutes its life-blood, its 
driving force. Bound up with this “prejudice,” back of this 
way of thinking, are, as Nietzsche sees, a certain “mode of 
valuation,” a certain “antithesis of value,” which he holds 
are open to serious question. He doubts, not only that the 
popular valuations and antitheses of value, upon which the 
metaphysicians have set their seal, are anything but super¬ 
ficial estimates; he also doubts that such antitheses exist at all. 
More than this, he doubts the very assumption which connects 
value at all with origin, and finds in it nothing more than a 
“moral prejudice.” 

Is, then, this prejudice of the metaphysicians really a 
prejudice, or is it, rather, one of those fundamental presup¬ 
positions without which intelligible thought and its communi¬ 
cation are impossible? It is my belief that the latter is the 
truth, and that the arrest of the spiritual initiative which it 
embodies is the source, not only of much of our philosophical 
depression, but also of the sophistication and sophistry in 
which so much of modern philosophy has involved itself. 

It is to Bergson we owe the setting of the constant “form 
of intelligibility” of traditional philosophy in so clear a light. 
It is to him also that we owe the clearest statement of the 
necessary relation of origin and value that goes with it. There 
is, according to him, immanent in perennitil philosophy “a 
particular conception of causality which it is most important 
to bring to light. For it is that which each of us will reach 
when in order to ascend to the origin of things he follows to the 
end the natural movement of the intellect.” Now, this conception, 
as he develops it, is precisely that “mode of valuation” which 
Nietzsche and so many other moderns relegate to the limbo 
of outworn prejudices. As Bergson states it, “Philosophy can 
derive the less from the more, never the more from the less.” 

X B^nd Good and Evil, chapter i. 
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It is interesting to note that Bergson himself does not 
challenge this principle of intelligible causation. It is the 
driving force of his own thought and he appeals to it explicitly 
as the ultimate basis of his own ‘‘philosophy of change.” It is, 
he says, because “there is 'niore in movement than in the 
successive positions attributed to the moving objects, more 
in becoming than in the forms passed through,” that the 
latter can be derived from the lormer, never the former from 
the latter. “Philosophy,” he continues, “can therefore derive 
terms of the second kind from the first, but not the first from 
the second.”^ It is not, therefore, tlic “traditional mode of 
valuation” that Bergson cliallcnges, but rather the traditional 
antithesis of values.' The irresistible movement of thought, 
from ^be less to the more, drives traditional thought from the 
char;;>ng to the permanent. This same mov^ement of thought 
drives Bergson in the re\xrse direction. 

Of Bergson’s own transvaluation of nu^taphysical values we 
shall have more to say in a later chapter when we lake up 
the question ot intelligible evolution. Even now, however, we 
may see that this transvaluation has its roots in his miscon¬ 
ception of the relation of time to value which we have already 
examined, namely, in his failure to recognize that the more 
of meaning one seems to find in becoming does not belong to 
mere becoming itself, but rather to the value that gives 
continuity and interpenetration to the becoming.* But this is 
not the point that I wish to emphasize here. The significant 
thing is that he recognizes in this “prejudice” of the meta¬ 
physicians, not only ihe essence of traditional philosophy, but 
the condition of all philosophical intelligibility as such. 

In this Bergson is, I think, fundamentally sound, however 
inconsistent he may be in carrying out the principle. For in 
accepting this principle that the less can be derived from the 
more, never the more from the less, he accepts also the principle 
that reality and value are inseparable. Intellect, in the narrow 
and special sense of his definition, may be oriented towards exter¬ 
nality and matter, but philosophic insight, whether a matter 
of intuition or reason, is oriented towards value. Now, it is pre¬ 
cisely this orientation that modernism in the main challenges, and 
in so doing challenges the entire structure of traditional thought 
* Creative Evolution, English translation, p. 310. * See Chapter VI, pp. 249 fT. 
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III 

English-speaking philosophers are indebted to Professor 
R. B. Perry for an excellent exposition of the position of 
philosophic modernism on this point. Traditional speculative 
philosophy is for him, as for modernism in general, a bundle 
of prejudices which he calls the characteristic philosophical 
errors. These are the fallacies of “speculative dogma,” of 
“indefinite potentiality,” and of “pseudo-simplicity.” Of them 
Professor Perry says: “These three errors have perpetually 
played into one another and have begotten certain well-nigh 
inveterate habits of thought.” They are characteristic of all 
idealistic philosophies and all forms of activism; in short, of 
all forms of philosophy that attempt to make the world 
intelligible at all.< 

These so-called “errors” are, one may easily read between 
the lines, merely aspects of the original and typical prejudice 
of the metaphysicians which we have been examining. The 
key fallacy, so to speak, in this complex of philosophical errors 
is obviously that of pseudo-simplicity, to which, as we shall 
find, the others are plainly reducible. Of this “fallacy” we 
have had a good deal to say in another connection.* Here we 
shall consider it only in connection with the errors of indefinite 
potentiality and speculative dogma, said to be inherent in 
traditional philosophy. 

The fallacy of pseudo-simplicity consists, it is said, “in 
confusing the simplicity before analysis with the simplicity 
after analysis.” This, we pointed out, is not true; there is no 
confusion here. The difference is perfectly understood. The 
perpetrator of this supposed fallacy knows perfectly well that 
the concepts he keeps intact are not simple in the sense of 
the radical analyst, but he also knows that they are expressive 
concepts that must be kept intact if intelligible communication 
is to be possible. After our study of space and time the reason 
for this becomes clearer. This simplicity, we now see, means 
that intelligible conununication requires non-spatial and non¬ 
temporal categories. There is more in the whole than in the 
■ sum of the parts, more in the process than in the sum of the 
successive stages of the process. Intelligible communication 

' Present PhUmphical Tendencies, pp. 65 ff. » See Chapter V, p. 197. 



‘ ORIGIN AND VALUE 279 

requires the use of the categories of immanence and omni¬ 
presence, and, as we shall now see, of the category of poten¬ 
tiality also. 

For it is this, is it net, that the natural metaphysic of the 
human mind has always said. It is this that it means when it 
says that the less can be derived from the more, never the 
more from the less. U is also this that it means when, following 
out this natural movement of liiought, it constantly and 
necessarily makes use of the category of potentiality. The 
“error” of indefinite potentiality, if it is an error, “the fallacy 
of the implicit,” if it is a fallacy, is but another phase of the 
same mode of thought. This concept of potentiality is, as we 
shall see, the crucial prob^m of an intelligible concept of 
evolution, but it is also the crux of traditional thought as such. 
It must, therefore, be examined with great care. 

Potentiality is a many-sided category. It helps to interpret 
the past and to anticipate the future. It stands for the signifi¬ 
cance and richness of terms. It tells us that terms are not 
reducible to their relations without a remainder. But it is 
even more than this; and it is for this further reason that it 
is, so to speak, the cement of all traditional systems. It is part 
of the a priori conditions of intelligibility. We feel that the 
stream cannot rise higher than its source. But in cosmic 
development, we are told, it is apparently the rule for the 
stream to rise higher than its source. It is this contradiction— 
between the a priori conditions of intelligibility and apparent 
actual experience—that the concept of potentiality attempts 
to meet. It does so by inverting the process in idea after it 
has been realized in fact. 

Such procedure is, however, for modernist philosophy 
wholly indefensible. The concept of potentiality, we are told, 
does not explain. Reality is wholly actual. Perhaps. In any case, 
the concept is necessary for intelligible interpretation. Its indis¬ 
pensability for practice is admitted. But it is much more than 
merely a name for a practical attitude; its meaning is not 
wholly prospective, as some have maintained. It is essentially 
a value category, but the value is theoretical as well as prac¬ 
tical. The philosophical meaning of potentiality is simply the 
postulate, or insight, that in the interpretation of any process 
it is the process as a whole that is to be considered if we wish 
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to know the nature of the reality revealed in it. In other 
words, the concept of potentiality merely maintains that any 
valid speculative derivation presupposes the retention of the 
meaning and value of the thing to be derived. 

The whole question of potentiality, it is obvious, is bound 
up with the question of our conception of the nature of time. 
If the philosophical meaning of potentiality is the insight 
that it is the process as a whole that is to be considered, if we 
wish to know the nature of the reality therein revealed, then 
it is clear that the intelligibility of the concept of potentiality 
depends on our conception of the nature of time and of the 
relation of value to time. For the traditional concept of time 
as phenomenal of an order of values not temporal, the later 
is clearly thus potential in the earlier. But it is generally 
considered that the more “modern” conceptions of time are 
antagonistic to the concept of potentiality. 

Whether this is true or not depends, to be sure, on what 
we find the “modern” concept of time to be. Certainly one 
important aspect of it is the abandonment of the idea of 
instantaneous “presents” and insistence on continuity of past 
and future with the present. In this concept, as, for instance, 
developed by Whitehead, the notion of potentiality seems to 
be implied. Otherwise I am at a loss, I confess, to understand 
what he means. “The theory which I am urging,” he writes, 
“admits a greater ultimate mystery and a deeper ignorance 
(than the materialistic theory with its notion of the instan¬ 
taneous present). The past and future meet and mingle in 
an ill-defined present. The passage of nature, which is only 
another name for the creative force of existence, has no 
narrow ledge of definite instantaneous present within to 
operate. Its operative presence which is now urging nature 
forward must be sought for throughout the whole (italics mine) in 
the remotest past as well as in the narrowest breadth of any 
present duration. Perhaps also in the unrealized future. 
Perhaps also in the future which might be as well as the 
actual future that will be.”* 

In such a concept of time, I repeat, the idea of potentiality 
seems to be involved. What else does the seeking for this 
operative presence throughout the whole mean? “It is 
* Th€ Concept of Pfature, p. 73. 
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impossible to meditate on time and the mystery of the creative 
passage of nature” (I think we shall all agree with these 
words in which he closes the passage) “without an over¬ 
whelming emotion at the limitations of human intelligence.” 
But I feel sure also that such meditation increases our respect 
for those concepts, however inadequate, in terms of which 
thought has sought to grasp the nature of this passage. Among 
these concepts is certainly that of potentiality. Is it not the 
idea of the “instantaneous present” in the “old time” of science 
that excluded potentiality? 


IV 

The traditional use of the category of potentiality must 
then, it would seem, be retained in any intelligible interpre¬ 
tation of reality. If the “operative presence” of the “creative 
force of existence” must be sought for throughout the whole, 
past and future are brought together in one conception, and 
this conception is what traditional thought has meant by 
intelligible causation and intelligible substance. 

It is in the use of these concepts, however, that there arises 
that “fallacy” to which has been given the name of specu¬ 
lative dogma. The natural metaphysic to which this error is 
ascribed consists in “the assumption of an all-general, all- 
sufficient first principle.” It also means “the assertion of a 
maximum or superlative ideal having metaphysical validity.” 
This natural metaphysic, as is fully realized, is beyond the 
distinction of epistemological realism and idealism. The 
motive involved in it being “quite independent of the cardinal 
principle of idealism,” it must be recognized as being part 
of the form of philosophical intelligibility irrespective of any 
particular theory of knowledge. 

The form in which this assumption has expressed itself is 
naturally in connection with the two categories of substance 
and causation and the two questions of ultimate origination 
and ultimate essence. It is the sophisticated critique exercised 
on these two categories by the monistic and pluralistic logics, 
and their consequent relegation to the level of appearance, 
that has led to the abandonment of this principle also. 
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On this general question we have already said most that 
needs to be said in another connection. ^ That they are neces> 
sary moments in any form of philosophical intelligibility we 
saw reason to maintain. But this modern depreciation of 
causation and substance calls for some further consideration 
in the present context. We shall attempt to show that these 
modern attacks are misdirected, and to maintain against 
them the traditional notions of intelligible causation and 
intelligible substance. 

Depreciation of the category of causality proceeds from 
two sources, atomistic and monistic logic, both of which, we 
have seen, identify logic with the ultimate science of the real. 
Ambiguities in the natural use of the category are seized upon 
by both, and for both the contradictions to which they give 
rise are resolved by dispensing with the concept altogether. 

Logical atomism points out that causes and effects, regarded 
as entities or things, are in the first instance qualitative, and 
that it is only in the first stages of knowledge that we are 
concerned with such relations of qualities. Knowledge begins, 
indeed, with such propositions as “fire expands bodies,” but 
the higher stages of science become to a large extent attempts 
to formulate processes in purely quantitative terms. What 
we seek is not causes but formulae expressible in equations. 
“In the notion of mutually gravitating bodies,” it is said, 
“there is nothing that can be called a cause and nothing that 
can be called an effect. There is merely a formula.” 

This depreciation of causality is matched by another line 
of thought, according to which the relation of cause and effect 
tends to pass over into that of ground and consequent. Here 
criticism takes hold of the temporal element in the ordinary 
causal conception. The cause as a mere event in time contains, 
it finds, something irrelevant to the characters of logical 
system. Causality is abandoned in favour of logical correla¬ 
tion, and we have, as the outcome, the reduction of causation 
to metaphysical appearance characteristic of certain modern 
forms of absolute idealism. 

Of this modem depreciation of causation in both its forms 
many things could be said. To say them would involve 
threshing over all the old straw that has accumulated since 
* Chapter VI, sec. iii. 
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Hume and Kant. But there is only one thing that really needs 
to be said, and that concerns the fundamental question of the 
nature and function of logic and its relation to thought and 
language. 

No doubt from the reflective, abstract, logical point of view 
we can reduce causation to mathematical formulae and to 
logical correlation. We arc driven from one “cause” to another 
without being able to reach an intelligible cause, and the 
natural metaphysic of the human mind becomes a mythology 
or metaphysical appearance. But the analytical and reflective 
point of view cannot be the only one at our disposal. For 
whatever is reflected prcsuppo'ics something that is natural 
and spontaneous. Our reflected language presupposes the non- 
reflected. Intelligent reflection on any object implies the 
reality in some sense of the object reflected upon. Reflection 
that negates the natural light of reason that gave birth to 
the reflected would be contrary to all principles of philosophic 
intelligibility. Everything depends upon the fact that an ought 
is there that sets the play of thoughts, of ground, substance, 
cause, and purpose, in motion. 

But this will become clearer as we examine the concept of 
intelligible substance with which that of intelligible causality 
is so closely related. 

It is possible to form a concept of causality without that 
of substance, but not a concept of intelligible causation. It 
is possible to form a concept of causality without the idiom 
of immanence and omnipresence, but not an intelligible one. 
Hegel has put this truth in the following fashion: “Substance 
is cause in so far as it is reflected in itself, as against its transition 
into accidents, and so is the original thing.”* 

The category of substance, it must first of all be understood, 
is a value category. In the words of Miinsterberg, “substance 
is the development of the values of existence.” Or, putting it 
in a way to bring out the full significance of our own position, 
it is impossible to develop, to communicate, the values of 
existence without the concept of substance. The retention of 
the meaning and value of the “individual” is the axiological 
basis of substance in its meaning of thing-hood, the retention 
of the meaning and value of the universal the basis of substance 

> Eru^klopddie^ § 153 (Kirchxnann ed., p. 150). 
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in its sense of essence, the retention of the meaning and value 
of concrete totalities the basis of its use of important or 
characteristic elements. When Hegel said of the State that it 
is “ethical substance,” he was entirely conscious of the axio¬ 
logical character of the concept. It was for this very reason 
that he said of substance that it is “the original thing.” 

The modern criticisms of the substance concept are, mutatis 
mutandis, the same as those of causation, and are carried on 
from the same general standpoints. The natural use of the 
category of substance contains certain ambiguities which 
reflective analysis is not slow to disclose and of which modern 
destructive criticism has taken full account. 

Substance has meant any individual real thing, any entity; 
it has meant the unknown reality that underlies the known 
properties of anything, whether mental or material; it has 
meant the generalized reality which is manifested in a variety 
of particular things; and it had finally meant essence, the 
important or characteristic elements in any subject of discourse. 

Now, it is precisely this ambiguous character of the category 
of substance that leads partly to the widespread proposal for 
its abandonment. And indeed, when we regard these different, 
and often contradictory, attempts of our ordinary thinking to 
determine the essential underlying unity of things, it is obvious 
that the “essential” is distinguished from the non-essentied 
from a definite point of view, and that what is essential from 
one point of view is not essential from another. This is 
undoubtedly true precisely for the reason that concepts of 
substance are the development of the values of existence. 
These different and often contradictory conceptions are the 
results of those ontological prejudices examined elsewhere.* 
But, as we have seen, the admission of these particular onto¬ 
logical prejudices does not mean that the presupposition of 
an ens realissimum is itself a prejudice. It is just this presup¬ 
position that the demand for an intelligible substance or 
essence expresses. This point of view may, perhaps, best be 
indicated by again relating it to that of Hegel. “Substance,” 
says the latter, “though a necessary stage in the evolution of 
the Idea, is not the same as the Idea.” It does not, in other 
words, exhaust the meaning of the Idea. “But,” he continues, 
* Chapter II, sec. vii. 
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“it gives the basis of all real fiirther development.”' That is 
the important point. Retention of the concept of ultimate 
substance, as of ultimate origination, with which it is closely 
connected, is the sine qua non of all further intelligible thought. 
It is a necessary stage in the development of the Idea, or the 
meaning of reality, and in the interpretation and communi¬ 
cation of that meaning. 

Like the other fundamental categories of intelligible thought, 
such as causality and finality, substance is veiy flexible. Like 
them it may be dcspatialized and detemporalized. It may be 
transformed but not eliminated. On this question of de- 
spatialization and detemporalization we have, perhaps, said 
all that needs to be. said in the chapter on “Space, Time, and 
Value.” Our contention there was that intelligible com¬ 
munication of the meanings of experience requires a non- 
spatial and non-temporal idiom. More particularly we 
emphasized the necessity of the idioms of omnipresence and 
immanence, of intelligible ground and cause, as rr.odes of 
expres ing meaning and value. Again, with regard to the 
question of the endlessness of the universe in space and time, 
we found that, while no cogent proofs could be brought from 
“science” for ei her position, yet the concept of endlessness is 
really unintelligible, for it is in contradic ion wi h any meaning 
or direction in the universe. But even the idea of endlessness 
in the universe does not exclude, as we found Leibniz pointing 
out, questions of ultimate origination and ultimate substance. 
However foreign to our modern way of expressing ourselves 
his metaphysical language may be, it remains a “form of sound 
words,” for it enshrines ^the principle of the inseparability of 
value and reality on which the whole conception of an intel¬ 
ligible substance, as well as of intelligible causation, ultimately 
depends. 

But what is the upshot of this rather lengthy discussion of 
these two conceptions—these “philosophical errors,” as the 
modernist would call them? It is that questions of ultimate 
origination, far from being meaningless, are the only questions 
that give other problems any meaning. It is the popular 
thing just now—one hears it in the most varied quarters—to 
insist upon the meaningless character of these questions. It 

» Op. eU., p. 153. 
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is admitted that with all our sophistication the “torturing 
question” still remains. What then, after all, is the substance 
of the world? Even if everything is turned into a flux of sense 
data, a deed of the will, into pure activity and endless 
becoming, yet even then the imagination may be unwilling 
to stand still before this boundary-line of knowledge. The 
world must, after all, it would seem, have some quality or 
essence which we must ultimately be able to describe or 
characterize. But here, we are told, all questioning becomes 
meaningless—not because we do not have enough knowledge, 
but because such a question “negates the presuppositions of 
modem thought.” 

If so, so much the worse for modem thought and its pre¬ 
suppositions. For this is the crux of the whole matter. If we 
are genuine philosophers we shall do well to avoid this form 
of the argumnlum ad populum. We shall not be interested in the 
presuppositions of modern thought as such, but of intelligible 
thought.' We shall do well to avoid calling questions meaning¬ 
less which are actually the only supremely meaningful ques¬ 
tions man has ever asked himself, and recognize that they are 
meaningless only because of the peculiar logical dialectic in 
which we have chosen to express ourselves. We shall, indeed, 
^cognize that there are certain questions of proximate origins 
■—of the planetary system, for instance, and of life on this 
planet—that interest philosophy only indirectly. The real 
metaphysical question concealed in this language of origina¬ 
tion is, as all see more or less clearly, rather the difference 
between the two orders of the living and the non-living, and 
of the bearing of this difference on our ultimate interpretation 
of things. All questions of temporal beginnings, of historical 
emergence of qualities and values, are in this sense secondary; 
but is this true of ultimate origination? “Do not origins qualify 
values?” asks Balfour, and he answers tmly, “Notoriously 
they do.” We may have learned in the dire distress of evolu¬ 
tionary thinking to separate, as a matter of mere method, 

> This form of argumentum ad hominem^ namely, an appeal to the Z^tgeistt is to 
be sharply distinguished from that more fundamental form which in an earlier 
connection we found to underlie all philosophical discourse. An appeal to 
“absolute” or “timeless*^ values involves, to be sure, by implication at least, an 
appeal to the minds that acknowledge them, but an argumentum ad hominem in 
this sense b the presupposition of all communication. 
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questions of genesis from questions of value emd validity, but 
we have not yet learned, and, as I think, never shall learn, to 
form an intelligible concept of evolution by separating them. 
But this is the substance of the next chapter. 

The language of metaphysics must include the concepts of 
intelligible substance and intelligible causality. Part of this 
language is of course, and of necessity, the term uncaused 
cause —causa sui —to which the natural metaphysic of the 
human mind always comes. Of this concept the modernist would 
doubtless say with Neitzsche that, “It is the best self-contra¬ 
diction that has yet been conceived, a sort of logical violation 
and unnaturalness; but the extravagant pride of man has 
managed to entangle itself profoundly and frightfully in this 
very folly.” To this the seasoned thinker, with a full sense of 
all this idiom has meant in human thought, can but reply: 
If this be folly, if this be treason to logic, make the most of it. 
If it be wisdom to deny the intelligibility of this idiom, then 
it is not wisdom to be only wise. For one can still insist with 
Hegel that cause in its full truth is ^‘causa sui." Many, indeed, 
like Jacobi, whom he is criticizing in this connection, “bound 
fast in the one-sided idea of mediation,” have “taken this 
absolute truth of causation as a pure formalism.” The truth 
of necessity is, however, spontaneity, or, in Hegel’s terms, 
“freedom,”' The transition from necessity to freedom, or from 
actuality to the notion, is, indeed, the hardest to make, but it 
is one that must be made, and is, in fact, always made, by all 
those who pass from mere description to explanation and 
interpretation. 

The upholder of traditional ways of thinking may, indeed, 
point out to the modernist that he himself has not been able 
to get along witltout the use of the idea of the uncaused cause. 
The very general concept of “a reality that creates itself 
gradually” is but the old idea of the causa sui in modern 
guise, but used, as we shall see later, in a most unintelligible 
way. The significant thing is that the transition from necessity 
to spontaneity must he made in any conception of an intelli¬ 
gible world. A recent illustration is the, for the moment, 
popular conception that by combining space and time in 
one concept we can find in it a creative principle which 

» Op» cit, p. 150. 
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neither has in itself. But it is entirely clear that on such a 
view wc must do one of two things. We must either interpret 
reality strictly in terms of space-time substance, in which 
case the question of nisus or emergency does not arise, or we 
endow it with an attribute of anticipation, of whal is not yet, 
but has the capacity or potentiality of becoming, which 
transforms it into something quite other than the space-time 
either of common usage or of science. If we take the latter 
course the beginning is interpreted by the end, the beginning 
and end are brought together in a more ultimate concept, and 
that is inevitably the notion of the uncaused cause, however 
it may be camouflaged in order to avoid drawing its inevitable 
implications. 


So much, then, for the characteristic errors of traditional 
philosophy. We can well understand bow they have per¬ 
petually played into one another. For they form a complex 
which constitutes the natural bent of the human intellect, an 
irreversible movement upon which it is well-nigh impossible 
for us to turn our backs. It is our contention that we should 
not try to turn our backs upon it. The intellect is ultimately 
oriented towards value, not towards space, matter, nor logical 
simples. The mode of valuation that lies back of these ways 
of thinking is not a prejudice, but the essential form of 
philosophical intelligibility itself. On the other hand, the 
language of metaphysics, with its idioms of intelligible causa¬ 
tion and substance, is a language without which intelligible 
communication and interpretation of the meanings of reality 
are impossible. This has all along been the main thesis of 
this chapter, to which the examination of these so-called 
philosophical errors has been merely subsidiary. In developing 
this thesis we shall also find the root of this entire complex 
of errors, a root, moreover, which strikes deep down into the 
very heart of thinking, of both logic and reality--into the 
“heart of darkness” of an atavistic animism, or into the central 
light of intelligence, according to your point of view. 

Here again Bergson may well be our guide—into a realm 
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of thought in which he, more than any other modern thinker 
perhaps, is at home. Back of this entire traditional way of 
thinking, he holds, there lies an idea, or rather an antithesis 
of ideas, which requires to be brought to full light if we arc 
to understand its driving force. Philosophers, he tells us, have 
paid very little attention to the idea of the ‘‘naught,” yet it 
is “often the hidden spring, the invisible mover, of philosophic 
thinking.” Ex minimo maximum non Jit is the postulate of all 
philosophical interpretation, including his own. Back of this 
lies the simpler and more ultimate formula, ex nihilo nihil fit. 
Now. according to him, curiously enough, it is precisely this 
idea of the naughty together with its antithesis, the all, that 
constitutes one of the two great theoretical illusions of tradi¬ 
tional thought. It is this illusion more than anything else 
that has necessitated the idea of a reality outside duration, 
and the showing up of this illusion enables us to see that a 
self-sufficient reality is not necessarily foreign to duration, but 
may rather be identical with it. 

Now, we may agree with Bergson that this antithesis of 
ideas does lie back of traditional thought, and that it requires 
to be brought to the full light of day. First of all, one may well 
ask how it is possible to accept the axiom ex minimo maximum 
non fit without thinking the more ultimate formula also. How 
we can think of the more and the less without the all and 
the naught which they imply is hard to understand. Be that 
as it may, the concept of the naught is for him a theoretical 
illusion, and his “demolition of unreality” is one of the feats 
for which he is famous. 

His argument, in briefs is that the idea of the naught is 
wholly a product of the practical intellect. Entirely legitimate 
in the sphere of action, it becomes an illusion when transferred 
to the sphere of theoretical speculation. He has no difficulty, 
of course, in showing that between thinking an object and 
thinking it as existent (in the broadest sense of the word) there 
is no difference: that to represent an object as unreal cannot 
consist in depriving it of every kind of being, since, as he 
says, representing an object at all is necessarily representing 
it as being in some sense. Every thing that can be thought at 
all is an entity in some sense. 

All this is, of course, true enough, but for the purposes of 

T 
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the present argument wholly irrelevant. It is, to be sure, as 
we have already seen, quite natural to say that whatever is 
exists, and whatever exists must be real. But we have also 
seen that little reflection is necessary to show that the situation 
cannot be as it first appears. The “predicate” real itself gets 
its meaning only by suggesting a contrast with something 
unreal which, however we may understand the term, must 
itself fall within the universe, which by hypothesis includes 
everything. The only way out of the paradox which this 
situation creates we found to lie in recognizing that when we 
judge anything to be real or unreal we are not opposing a 
general class of unreal things to real things, but arc comparing 
one particular content with another, from which it ought to 
be, but in a certain judgment has not been, distinguished. In 
other words, we found that the question what is real or unreal 
is meaningless if being is abstracted from value. 

In short, the antithesis of reality and unreality as it functions 
in philosophic thought is essentially a value concept.* Bergson 
recognizes this, indeed, by implication, but he is wrong in 
thinking it of wholly practical origin and significance. In any 
case, it is clear that the contrast of the unreal with the real, 
so understood, must be the hidden spring, the invisible mover, 
of philosophic thought. It is also clear that his demolition of 
unreality, so widely heralded, turns out to be, like the reports 
of many other demises, grossly exaggerated. Its demolition 
would, indeed, mean, as Bergson sees, the destruction of the 
traditional mode of thinking, but it would also mean the loss 
of philosophic intelligibility. 

Be this as it may—and this is a position which we shall 
hope to justify more fully when, in the next chapter, we 
consider in more detail the intelligibility of certain modern 
evolutionary philosophies, including Bergson’s itself—it is, at 
least, clear now, I think, that the concept of the naught is at 
the root of the so-called error of speculative dogma, and, 
indeed, of the whole complex of “errors” under discussion. It 
is precisely because the concept of the naught has meaning 
for thought that the axiom ex minimo maximum non fit has 
meaning, and because the less can be interpreted in terms 
of the more, never the more in terms of the less, that we are 

> See Chapter II, pp. 74 ff. 
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compelled to think of a self-sufficing reality and to ascribe 
to it such characters as retain the meaning and value of our 
higher experiences. 

“There can be no such thing as nothing. The garden is 
full, not empty.” Thus Eve, it? Bernard Shaw’s Back to Methu¬ 
selah. To which the Serpent replies: “I had not thought of 
that. That is a great thought. Yes : there is no such thing as 
nothing, only things we cannot sec. The chameleon eats the 
air.” This is, indeed, a great thojight, but its greatness depends 
entirely on how we think it. 

From the impartial point of view, to which, as we have 
seen, modem thought strives, there is, indeed, no such thing 
as “nothing.” If we identify reality with being in the widest 
sense, everything that is the object of discourse has being— 
even impossible objects, even the naught itself. If we identify 
reality with being in the widest sense, then to the question, 
What is the real? we can only answer, The real is everything. 
But when we judge anything to be unreal, we are not opposing 
a general class of unreal things to another class of real things. 
We are rather comparing one form of being with another, 
and such comparison involves degrees of meaning and value. 
Nothing, or the null point, is but the limit of such a series of 
which the other limit is perfection or the “all.” It is from this 
nothing that nothing comes. 

There can be no such thing as nothing. Taken one way, it 
is nonsense. Taken another way, it is a great thought. To say 
that the garden is full, not empty, is simply another way of 
saying that the less can be derived from the more, never the 
more from the less. There is no such thing as nothing, only 
things we cannot see. God is in the garden, even if he is a 
concealed God. 

“There is no more tragic spectacle in this age than the 
philosophers who, like Herbert Spencer, having reduced the 
whole universe to a nebula, try to bridge the gulf between 
the nebula and nothingness. The great intellect of Spencer 
grovels below the mental capacity of a child of ten as he makes 
the absurd attempt, announcing that, perhaps, the primal 
nebula might be conceived as thinning itself out until nothing 
ness were reached.” Thus the unsophisticated mind, as repre¬ 
sented by old Peter Ramsay, the lighthouse-keeper, in his 
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diary.* But he was mistaken. There is something still more 
tragic because it is still more absurd. It is the spectacle of 
the philosophers who, having realized the absurdity of Spencer’s 
attempt, seek to correct it with concepts still more unintelli¬ 
gible—namely, concepts which pack time itself with that 
“more of reality” which it can but reveal and never create. 


VI 

Two main problems constitute the kask of this chapter, the 
two problems of “origination” set ray modernism and so 
vividly formulated for us by Nictzs,dhe. The first of these is 
whether the “mode of valuation” whi(ch lies back of the concept 
of ultimate origination in traditional thought is valid. The 
second is whether the particular n:iode of valuation, that 
antithesis of values which is typical of' the philosophers of all 
time, is, as modernism holds, the result 6if merely “popular and 
superficial estimates,” or whether it belongs to the natural bent 
of the intellect as such. The first ques^ifion we have answered 
in the affirmative; it is to the second thtat we must now turn. 

The discussion of the first question ha^ been rather lengthy, 
for the reason that it involved an analysis and evaluation of 
the entire complex of habits of thought t^'^hich make up the 
structure of traditional philosophy. The sct*'ond problem can 
be treated much more briefly, for the major •• part of the work 
has already been done. ’* 

The popular estimations, the popular a .ntitheses of value 
with which we are concerned, are those ol’f materialism and 
idealism, of permanence and change. It is dmly in terms of 
these distinctions and contrasts, we have said, thafr t it is possible 
to express the meaning of our life and of the wor^id in which 
that life is lived. The development of matter frtbm spirit is 
intelligible, the development of spirit from mattVer is not. 
Change can be understood through the permanent?*, the per¬ 
manent cannot be understood through change. Thi^is speaks 
traditional philosophy, uniformly, and in so speaking it®*, assumes 
an antithesis of values which it holds to be ultimatd**. It is, 

• Alfred Noyes, in his story “The Light-House,’’ published in a volun ic called 
Walking Shadows, 
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however, precisely the ultimate character of these antitheses 
which is challenged by typical modernistic conceptions, more 
particularly by the various forms of evolutionary' naturalism in 
which modernism has found expression. 

From the standpoint of traditional thought all these 
naturalisms must in the end mean nothing more nor less than 
a disguised materialism; not materialiom of tiie older type, 
to be sure, but of the subtler modern kind to which so much 
of modern thought seems necessarily to gravitate. Whether we 
start with atoms or electrons, neutral stuff’ or space-time, the 
primary prerequisite of carrying through ctny naturalistic 
programme is to drive mind or self from its privileged position 
and to give that position to something else. All interpretation 
means giving the privileged position to something, and in the 
end this is what every philosophical interpretation does. The 
antithesis of values expressed in the terms “matter’' and “spirit” 
may be superficial, but intelligible communication and inter¬ 
pretation are so constituted that one element of the antithesis 
must be subordinated to the other. 

It will be worth our while to dwell on this point for a 
moment. The most deeply marked fissure between schools of 
thought is not, as one might think, between monism and 
pluralism, or realism and idealism, but the gulf between spirit 
and matter. All systems must in the end be called by one of 
these names, for all favour in a more or less degree the 
supremacy of something that may fairly be called spiritual, 
or something that may fairly be called material. Neutral 
monisms are ultimately unintelligible for the reason that so 
soon as the monist seeks to communicate his meaning definitely 
the monism becomes, as all history shows, materialistically or 
spiritualistically toned. So also all those philosophies of change, 
those philosophies that make life the fundamental character. 
All suffer from a fundamental ambiguity in the concept of 
life itself, the distinctively biological and the more spiritual 
conceptions. So soon as such a philosophy seeks to make itself 
intelligible it becomes materialistically or spiritualistically toned. 

In general, it is true that the popular antithesis oi'materialism 
and spiritualism, fundamental as it is, is not the one that 
chiefly interests the present-day thinker. In comi')arison with 
what seems to him to be the more fundamental contrast of 
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permanence and change, that of materialism and spiritualism 
seems secondary. Indeed, on his view, the latter antithesis is 
bound up with the substance concept, the concept of the 
permanent; and a philosophy of absolute change, of pure 
dynamism, as it would make fictions of the substance concept, 
would at the same time reduce to a superficial significance the 
antithesis or dualism bound up with this concept. 

Now, there is a certain truth in this contention. It seems 
beyond doubt that the transvaluation of metaphysical values 
that finds more in becoming than in the thing that becomes 
is one that has the greatest number of consequences for inter¬ 
pretation. It is in terms of this contrast—of restless becoming 
and self-contained being, more than in any other—that the 
mind apprehends and communicates the meanings of its own 
life and of the world in which that life is lived. Pure dynamism 
has always seemed paradoxical to the natural mind, and in 
terms of pure dynamism no intelligible communication of the 
meaning of life and reality is possible. 

All this is true, and its significance for interpretation, as, 
indeed, the whole question of the significance of the antithesis 
of permanence and change, will be considered in the following 
chapter. But this is not what I wish to insist upon here. It is 
rather that, however we may interpret this antithesis, the 
antithesis of matter and spirit is no less fundamental. Whether 
we give the supremacy to permanence or change, in neither 
case can we avoid the dichotomy of materialism and spiritual¬ 
ism. If we give the supremacy to permanence, any charac¬ 
terization of the permanent must be in terms of this antithesis, 
for it is only in terms of this dichotomy that the value dis¬ 
tinctions in things can be expressed. If, on the other hand, we 
give the supremacy to change, we still need this dichotomy. 
For either we interpret reality in terms of mere duration or 
space-time, in which there is no “direction” and our thinking 
inevitably gravitates to the “physical,” or else we endow 
duration or space-time with a direction or nisus, with poten¬ 
tiality (whether we use the word or not), and this immediately 
transforms duration into something quite other than the 
becoming or space-time of either common sense or science. 
In the latter case we have the inevitable drift towards some¬ 
thing that may fairly be called spiritualism. 
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Superficial, then, the antithesis of values implied in the 
alternative of materialism and spiritualism certainly is not; 
it is fundamental and unavoidable. It is, to be sure, the result 
partly of popular and praciical estimations, but it is for that 
reason no less profound. 

Secondary tendencies, superheial estimations, there un¬ 
doubtedly are that emphasize the cleavage. “Matter, we say, 
is gross, coarse, crass, muddy; spirit is pure, elevated, noble; 
and since it is more consonant with the dignity of the universe 
to give the primacy in it to that which appears superior, spirit 
must be affirmed as the ruling principle.” To this it has seemed 
sufficient to answer: “A matter so infinitely subtle and per¬ 
forming motions so inconceivably quick and fine as those 
which modern science postulates in her explanations has no 
trace of grossness left.”' As a matter of fact the question has 
even been raised, by one professing to uphold materialism, 
whether that word is any longer a suitable name for a doctrine 
that dissolves all matter away into intangible energy. If, 
then, it is upon these popular and superficial estimates that, 
as Nietzsche says, “the metaphysicians have set their seal,” 
then they have, perhaps, merely raised popular prejudices 
into absolute values. But it is not. If these popular estimations 
have largely disappeared, as, indeed, they have, their disap¬ 
pearance has not affected in the least that deeper antithesis 
of values of which they were, so to speak, but the secondary 
characters. Philosophically, and even according to the new 
physics, perhaps, scientifically speaking, matter may not be 
any longer really matter. But the fact remains that “something 
having all the properties -we have attributed to matter is 
perpetually getting into our way, and that our minds do, in 
point of fact, fall under the dominion of certain bits of this 
matter, known as our bodies, changing as they change and 
keeping pace with their decay.”* The changes in the scientific 
conception of matter have, perhaps, much less significance for 
philosophical interpretation than is often supposed 
This popular antithesis of values is, then, not superficial. 
This “persistent and treasured dichotomy of the universe” 
is persistent and treasured because life and the world are 

« William James, Pragmatism, p. 04. 

» Aldous Huxley, Those Barren Uaves, p. 368- 
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unintelligible without it. The plain man will not be argued out 
of the feeling that the ontological status of matter is the key 
question of philosophy, and when the real meaning of the 
antithesis, in its modern as well as its ancient forms, is under¬ 
stood, the philosopher will not be argued out of it either. 
“For the world must be cogitated,” as Wundt says, “either 
as a material or spiritual unity, in so far as it is to be a unity 
at all. There is no third way.”* It is just as well for us finally 
to come to that realization. From a purely logical point of 
view, it is, perhaps, true that we have no right to assume that 
reality is exhausted in these two alternatives. Even if we know 
only material and spiritual reality in our experience, we have 
no right to assume that they exhaust the complexities of 
reality. But the problem is not logical except in that broad 
and general way which arises from the fact that logic itself 
is die Moral des Denkens^ the science of those values and value 
distinctions which must be acknowledged if intelligible com¬ 
munication is to be possible. 

It is enlightening to observe the transformation through 
which materialism has gone as the result of changes in the 
concept of matter. Present-day materialism, as one of its most 
consistent upholders maintains, is “infinitely different” from 
the old. It may even make vast concessions to agnosticism, 
and it concedes the whole foundation of knowledge to idealism. 
Materialism, as he defines it, amounts to three things: the 
uniformity of law, the denial of teleology, and the denial of 
any fundamental form of existence other than that envisaged 
by physics and chemistry. Materialism thus defined amounts 
to little more than a method dogmatized. 

The conception of a methodological materialism is, however, 
not unfamiliar. When F. A. Lange constantly insisted upon 
the methodological validity of materialism, but equally strongly 
on its metaphysical invalidity, there appeared the first clear 
recognition of a point of view which has become increasingly 
influential. The picture of a philosopher fighting with the one 
hand for materialism and with the other against it might, 
indeed, seem like a philosophical curiosity or even perversity, 
but it really indicated a long step in the direction of under¬ 
standing the true inwardness of this antithesis. The recognition 
* System der Philosophies p. 411. 
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of the fact that this opposition is primarily methodological, 
that it may be even above the distinction of epistemological 
realism and idealism, brings with it also the recognition that 
it stands for two fundamental and irreconcilable ways of 
interpreting life and the world. 

The inevitablencss of this opposition of methodological 
materialism and methodological idealism lies, then, in the 
a priori character of the axioiogica!. principle that we can 
proceed intelligibly from the more to the less, but not from 
the less to the more. The development of matter from spirit 
is intelligible, the development of spirit froTii matter is not. 
If by development is here understood analysis of the one into 
the other, neither procedure is, of course, intelligible. The 
reduction of spirit to matter has always been felt to be unin- 
telliglljle, and never more so than to-day, when, as we shall 
see in a later connection, it is the distinctive claim of the 
most modern naturalisms that they are not reductive. On the 
other hand, the reduction of matter to spirit in this sense is 
no less unintelligible. “The idea of dissolving matter into 
spirit,” says Mr. Hugh Elliot, “has never entered into the wildest 
dreams of the scientist.”^ And in this he is, of course, right. If 
interpreting matter in terms of spirit meant this, the philosophy 
that attempted it would always find itself unintelligible. 

Qualitative dualism is the “most certain of all facts,” for 
the reason that the antithesis, or dichotomy, it represents, far 
from being superficial, represents the necessary condition of 
intelligible communication of our meanings and values. The 
category of substance or essence, we have seen, is the develop¬ 
ment of the values of Existence. These values cannot be 
developed without this antithesis, and the insistence upon 
two irreducible substances is but the acknowledgment of these 
values. But this fact does not for one moment exclude the 
other fact: that one or the other of them must be given the 
privileged position. It is precisely because they represent values 

* See Hugh Elliot, Modern Science and Materialism (1919). Materialism, as he 
defines it, reduces wholly to a matter of method. Present-day materialism, he 
recognizes, is “infinitely different” from the old one. While professing to uphold 
materialism, he doubts whether that term is any longer suitable for a doctrine 
that dissolves all matter away into intangible energy. It “may even make vast 
concessions to agnosticism and it concedes the whole foundation of knowledge 
to idealism.” See especially Chapter VI. 
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that one of them must be dominant. The world must be 
cogitated either as a material or a spiritual unity, if it is to 
be a unity at all. There is no third way. Two things may be 
equally real, equally necessary, but not equally significant. 

It is this, I am sure, that the great idealisms have always 
attempted to express. The difficulties which they have found 
in expressing it arise from those ambiguities inherent in the 
idea of unity, or the whole, to which we were forced to give 
attention in an earlier connection. There is, however, one mean-, 
ing of the whole which seems to me to express more adequately 
than any other the true intent of traditional thought. It is the 
conception of “dominant unity” as developed by Leibniz, or, as 
expressed in our terminology, that of axiological unity. 

The key to the understanding of all spiritualistic metaphysic 
is to be found at this point—the value character of the theo¬ 
retical, and the conception of axiological totality which is part of 
it. The relation of value to being, of validity to existence, is, we 
have repeatedly seen, the ultimate point to which an analysis 
of knowledge leads. It is also the point beyond which analysis 
cannot go. From this point of view value is more ultimate 
than existence, for any judgment of existence involves the 
acknowledgment of meanings and values which themselves do 
not exist, but are merely valid. But value and validity are 
“no strangers to being.” It is at this point, I think, that the 
inevitableness of metalogical speculation appears, and the 
type of speculation that alone has intelligible meaning—namely, 
the spiritualistic. For is it not clear that if we thus seek to 
turn the forms of validity and the ideals of value into realities, 
there is but one course open to us, namely, to give them 
“spiritual actuality,” to connect them with a spiritual first- 
principle, such as Plato’s Good, Aristotle’s Nous, Berkeley 
and Leibniz’s God, Kant’s Intellectual Architypus, Fichte’s 
Ego, Hegel’s Idea, or the Voluntarists’ over-individual wills? 

Such metaphysical speculation is inevitable for, while we 
must learn to speak the language of validity, it is an idiom 
that is not sufficient for communication. But can this language 
of a spiritualistic metaphysic itself be made intelligible? “The 
great metaphysicians,” it is often said, “announce to us in a 
rapturous Eureka that they know the unknowable, have dis¬ 
covered the undiscoverable; the only pity is that every one 
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of them has discovered something different.” But do these 
varying terms in which the spiritual first principle is expressed 
really invalidate, as is supposed, the truth of the insight which 
they pretend to communicate? 

The question here raised involves the whole problem of 
the nature of metaphysical language aud of iis intelligibility 
and its truth. One thing certainly d'e critics of this language 
overlook: the fact that, in the history of philosophical inter¬ 
pretation different and sometimes conflicting concepts of the 
spiritual first principle have followed ^ach other, does not 
affect the fundamental insight that the methodology of philo¬ 
sophical interpretation demands the axiological dominance 
of this principle. In science also, different and often conflicting 
concepts of matter and energy have followed each other (the 
history of the principle of conservation, with its varying 
formulations, is instructive in this connection), but this fact 
does not affect the methodological continuity of physics. 

If this suggestion is important, there is another which is 
even more so. It is that this entire metaphysical language, 
this language of spiritualistic metaphysic, is the only one in 
which an intelligible rendering of the meanings and values 
of reality is possible. Modernism has attempted to develop 
another idiom, to develop a language from which the concepts 
of substance and causation, of immanence and potentiality, 
arc eliminated, in which the contrasting values of permanence 
and change, of matter and spirit, these treasured dichotomies 
of the human spirit, have been abandoned. I have tried to 
show in a general way why this new language cannot be made 
intelligible. In the following chapter on Evolution we shall 
see at certain more specific points why this is necessarily so. 
An intelligible concept of evolution, we have suggest; d, is 
the desideratum of the modern world. That any such intelligible 
conception is necessarily a metaphysic we have also main¬ 
tained. Is it not possible that such a conception can be formed 
only within the traditional “form of philosophical intelli¬ 
gibility” ; that it must speak the language of a spiritualistic 
metaphysic, and, finally, must recognize the axiom of intelli¬ 
gible thought: that the less can be derived from the more, 
never the more from the less? To this question we must 
now turn. 



CHAPTER IX 


INTELLIGIBLE EVOLUTION 


I 

The idea of evolution, we have said, is the lord of all our 
present thinking. We do not consider that we understand 
anything rightly, neither plant nor animal nor man, nor even 
the fixed strata of the earth’s crust, nor the planet itself, until 
we understand its place in a process. For modern thought, 
the whole order of nature is a movement. Evolution is now 
generally felt to be the one form of an intelligible world. It is 
easy to see why this should be so. The concept of evolution, 
it should be remembered, is but a more modern form of a 
much older concept, namely, that of development. Develop¬ 
ment and growth, however, are inseparable from life and 
living process, the “life-form” in which all meanings and 
values are realized. The extension of this form to the cosmos 
seems of necessity to make it intelligible. 

This close relation between evolution and life should be 
emphasized. We may, indeed, if we wish, speak of a mechanical 
evolution in which nothing of life is to be found. It is clear, 
however, that in the case of merely mechanical processes and 
events nothing, strictly speaking, of development appears; we 
have here nothing but transfer of movement. In the concept 
of evolution, on the other hand, an element of new meaning 
is brought to logical expression. This necessary relation of 
evolution to life and its meaning is easy to establish. However 
the meanings and values of life arise, it is always and only in the 
form of development and evolution that they can be expressed. 
Only that which develops or evolves has the meaning and 
significance of life. On the other hand, only that which in 
some sense lives, or has the meaning of life, evolves. One can, 
therefore, speak of an identity between life and evolution. 

It is this relation of evolution to the experience of life that 
gives to evolution the character of a form of an intelligible 
world. Life, as it is merely lived, is meaningless, unintelligible. 
It is only as it is brought to conceptual expression in evolution, 
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development, that it becomes rational and intelligible. By 
means of such concepts the non-rational elements of Ufe arc 
brought into the sphere of rational knowledge. Only by means 
of concepts of cosmic evolution, of the evolution of a cosmos 
which contains and includes life, can the irrational elements 
of the cosmos be brought into the sphere of rational knowledge. 

It cannot be too often repeated that evolution, develop¬ 
ment, are intellectual and rauonal concepts—the Western 
world’s form of an intelligible world. We have but to show 
the place of a thing in this process to make it intelligible. 
An evolutional philosophy is thus essentially a systematic 
philosophy. But evolution is ari idea, a concept, a category 
if you will. As such, it must itself be made understandable, 
intelligible. That prevailing concepts of evolution are not 
always found to be intelligible is clear enough from the revolt 
against evolution in high places as well as low. “The world, 
my dear friend, does not evolve,” says D. H. Lawrence, in his 
Philosophy of the Unconscious. Many there are who think that 
the world itself does not evolve, and some who, like Tolstoy, 
do not think that evolution is even the fundamental character 
of things within the world. Many others hold that certain 
formulas or concepts of evolution are untrue and unintelli¬ 
gible. Darwinian evolution, with its “circumstantial selection,” is 
frankly called nonsense, and cosmic evolution of the Spencerian 
type is without hesitation described as one of the most unintel¬ 
ligible philosophies ever invented An intelligible concept of 
evolution is plainly the great desideratum of the modern world. 

Within the purely biological sphere, the conditions of such 
intelligibility are in principle relatively simple. Transformism, 
or the mutation of species, and the different ways of inter¬ 
preting it, are the problems here. In this restricted sense an 
intelligible concept is one in which the theory of variations, 
their selection and retention, is central. How is transformation 
of species possible? On the other hand, the extension of evolu¬ 
tion to the cosmic process raises questions of an entirely 
different type—questions of a metaphysical character, and 
here the conditioas of intelligibility are the conditions of 
philosophical intelligibility as we have developed them. 

This is immediately apparent from the fact that evolution, 
like certain other general concepts, cannot be used intelligibly 
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except as qualified by certain descriptive adjectives. Material* 
istic evolution, naturalistic evolution; emergent and creative 
evolution; even such terms as logical and theistic evolution— 
until such descriptive adjectives are applied we do not know 
what evolution we are talking about. Evolution^ roughly speaking, 
is the general form of an intelligible world. The kinds of evolution repre¬ 
sent the attempts to make the evolutionary process itself intelligible. 

These different concepts of evolution, moreover, indicate 
the essentially metaphysical character of the concept. Methodo¬ 
logically, evolution permits only of descriptive procedure. 
Scientific research is satisfied as soon as it succeeds in showing 
the elements or moments from which a system historically 
evolves, and describes the steps or stages through which it 
passes. It makes the system, order, connections, intelligible or 
conceptually apprehensible, in that it derives them genetically. 
For the completion of this procedure evolution is not only a 
valid category, but the final category. In this sense evolution 
is, as Lloyd Morgan says, but “the name we give to the 
comprehensive plan of sequence of natural events.”* With 
such a plan of sequence, science as such stops, and, indeed, 
must stop. Not so evolution in the interpretative sense in 
which we have been considering it. It is not sufficient merely 
to form a comprehensive plan or sequence of natural events, a 
system of animate nature, or of nature both animate and 
inanimate. The system, like the constitutions of which Carlyle 
speaks, must also “be made to march.” An evolution that does 
not evolve is no evolution at all. 

The natural science of the day is permeated with the idea 
of development and evolution, and, while it recognizes different 
concepts or theories of evolution, does not hesitate to speak of 
evolution itself as a fact. But here again, we must insist, it is 
a “fact” only in the sense that it is a name for a comprehensive 
plan of sequence of natural events. “We know,” it is said, 
“how world bodies developed new and ever new from rotating 
nebular masses, how the earth developed from the sun, how 
the surface of the earth cooled off, how the first little living 
lump developed from inorganic substances, and how from 
this little lump came first the lowest protists, the other inver¬ 
tebrates, fish, reptiles, and mammals, and finally men; we 
* EjnergerU Evolution, p. i. 
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know all these things for ‘facts,’ we say, and yet the critical 
thinker, the thinker who knows his business, must insist that 
while the sequences are undoubtedly facts, anything else read 
into the situation belongs to the sphere of the idea. More than 
this, anything read into the concept of evolution beyond the 
comprehensive plan of sequence involves an "valuation of the 
facts. Development, evolution, cannot even be asserted of any 
sequence of events without evaluation.”* 

It is in the attempt to form an intelligible philosophical 
concept of evolution that the divergent interpretations appear. 
It is at this point, also, that the break between the typically 
modernistic philosophies and traditional thought is chiefly 
found. The descriptive terms applied to the word evolution 
indicate, as I have said, the nature of that attempt, ai-d it is 
in the prosecution of that attempt chiefly that the novelties 
of modem thought have come into being. 

Evolutionary naturalism, in its various forms, has been 
prolific of a number of philosophical novelties, all of which 
go back, in the last analysis, to the divorce of reality and 
value, more particularly the dissociation of origin and value 
which, as we have seen, is the most fundamental difference 
between modernism and the past. The separation of destiny 
from origin, as in pragmatism, the doctrine of epigenesis and 
emergents in evolutionary realism, the idea of creative evolu¬ 
tion, of a reality that creates itself gradually—all these are 
typically modern, and all, for reasons that we shall see, equally 
unintelligible to traditional thought. It is my belief that they 
are intrinsically unintelligible if the real nature of philosophical 
intelligibility is understood. It is to the development of this 
thesis that we must now turn. 


II 

One form of evolutionary naturalism, it is now pretty 
generally recognized, is wholly unintelligible. For Bergson it 

> The confusion of thought on this point is widespread. Quite recently, as 
reported by the daily press, the President of the Science League of America 
appeared before the California State Board of Education to protest against 
action of the Board declaring evolution could be taught in the public schoob 
only as a theory, not a fact. 
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is, perhaps, the most unintelligent philosophy ever constructed. 
For others it is, perhaps, not so much absolutely false as 
inadequate. 

Without going into differences of detail, it may, perhaps, be 
said that the majority of modernists in philosophy agree that 
the older Evolutionary Naturalism had decided limitations, due 
to a certain philosophical immaturity. In its passion for the 
logiail values of unity, simplicity, and continuity, it followed 
the method of reduction to such lengths as to become unin¬ 
telligible. “An up-to-date evolutionary naturalism is not a 
reductive naturalism.” The old naturalism ignored novelty 
and evolutionary synthesis. An adequate naturalism must not 
make this mistake. Though founding itself on science and 
evolution, the older naturalism did not take some of the 
sciences seriously. “Past naturalism did not take evolution 
seriously, nor did it take mind seriously.” Perhaps the one 
outstanding characteristic of this more modern naturalism is 
the recognition or acknowledgment of different levels of being, 
matter, life, and mind, and that the higher levels cannot be 
led back to the lower without a remainder. 

Naturalistic evolution, it is admitted, “has been so com¬ 
pletely identified with the reduction of the higher to the lower 
that it will be hard to rescue the term from opprobrium, but 
the attempt must be made.” It is, perhaps, not so much oppro¬ 
brium as unintelligibility from which it needs to be rescued, 
and the task is not a light one. The method of rescue has been 
to point out that the older forms of evolutionism grew up 
under the influence of a certain dogmatic monism, under the 
influence of the “speculative dogma” that intelligibility and 
rational explanation meant reduction to one ultimate sub¬ 
stance, the matter and energy with which the physical sciences 
deal. Modern thought has but to show the fallaciousness of 
the dogma of substance in any of its forms, to free evolutionary 
naturalism from the particular materialistic form of the dogma. 
The removal of this fallacy, together with a better under¬ 
standing and evaluation of the particular concepts of the 
other sciences, such as biology and psychology, makes possible 
a new concept of evolution which does full justice to the 
varieties of existence as they reveal themselves in experience. 
This conception of evolution may be called Emergent Evolution. 
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The concepts of emergents, creative resultants, and epigenesis 
represent, then, the high-water mark of modernistic thinking. 
Emergent Evolution L the name which best characterizes the 
speculative conception that includes these concepts. If evolu¬ 
tion, in the broad unqualified sense, is but the name we give 
to the comprehensive plan of sequence in a>I natural events, 
emergent evolution lays stress on the incoming of the new, 
salient examples of which are afforded in the advent of life 
and the advent of mind. If nothing new emerge, if there be 
only regrouping of pre-existing events, then there is no emer¬ 
gent evolution, strictly speaking, no evolution at all. 

The “fact’' of the emergence of novelties that cannot be 
reduced to pre-existing events is, then, the foundation of the 
structure of emergent evolution which we are to examine. 
Evolutionary naturalism is built on science, and the failure 
of the older concepts of evolution lay in the fact that while it 
professed to build upon science, it did not take some of the 
facts of science itself seriously. Our first problem, therefore, is 
to see in what sense emergents and emergence may be said to be 
scientific facts. For most of those of this way of thinking, 
emergents are assumed to be a “fact” and emergence a “law 
of nature.” 

Now, the insistence upon fundamental differences between 
the inorganic, the organic, and the mental, upon different 
levels of meaning and value in reality, is in itself most welcome. 
It is, in fact, the very essence of our doctrine of “expressive” 
philosophical concepts, or of the necessity of the retention of 
those concepts which radical analysis calls “pseudo-simples.” 
As such, it is not only the first principle of all traditional 
thought, but also the very condition of all Intelligible com¬ 
munication and interpretation.I But in what sense is the 
recognition and acknowledgment of these differences based 
upon the facts of science? In what sense, and to what degree, 
does the recognition of these differences afford a basis for the 
“law” of emergence based upon them? The negative aspect 
of the theory, its anti-reductionism, is welcome. What shall 
be said of the positive aspect? 

Reductive naturalism, it was said, erred by not taking 
science seriously. Biologists, supposedly, tell us to keep the 

» Chapter V, pp. 195 fF.; Chapter VI, pp. 310 ff. 

U 
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category of the living intact. But which biologists? Some 
undoubtedly do, but others do not. Psychologists, it is assumed, 
tell us to keep the category of the menial intact. But which 
psychologists? Again, some of them undoubtedly do, but 
which? The Behaviourists? Psychology, a certain wit has said, 
first lost its soul, then its mind, and finally it lost consciousness. 
No, it is not to “science” that one must look for this funda¬ 
mental wisdom. 

We may say without hesitation, I think, that these emergent 
“qualities,” these novel meanings, are “facts” only in the 
sense that they are objects of acknowledgment. Ultimate entities, 
in the sense either of sense data or of universals, they are not. 
I know of no strictly scientific grounds on which one can say 
to a radical analyst that life and mind cannot be analysed 
into simpler elements, none except those which arise out of 
the demands of intelligible communication and interpretation. 
How shall we say that life or mind represents unique and 
integral forms of reality? It is alway."! open to a reductive 
naturalism to say of life that it is but 

Water and saltness held together 

To tread the dust and stand the weather. 

Without doubt that seems a non-sense to many of us. But it 
is only because we acknowledge certain meanings and values 
bound up with the experience and concept of life and to 
apply the term life to a group of pre-existing events that does 
not include these meanings and values involves an inner 
contradiction that can end only in unintelligible discourse. 

Certain representatives of evolutionary naturalism are not 
without some inkling of this situation. Lloyd Morgan even 
goes so far as to admit that we can but acknowledge these 
emergent qualities or meanings with “natural piety.” I will 
not stop to expatiate upon the novelty of the use of such 
terms in “science.” Acknowledgment is assuredly a new term 
to apply to any relation of the mind to “brute” fact. Piety, 
even if it be qualified by the word “natural,” is hardly an 
attitude with which science as such will be able to do much. 
It is, rather, the implications of this admission of Lloyd 
Morgan’s, when they are thought out, that interest me. These 
implications are clear enough. These “emergent qualities” 
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are not ‘Tacts’* as distinguished from the meanings and values 
of the facts. It is only meanings and values that are “acknow¬ 
ledged.” There is no piety, natural or other, in the perception 
of a fact, but there is in the acknowledgment of certain 
meanings and values which must be retained if intelligible 
communication is to be possible. In fine, to our earlier state¬ 
ment that development cannot be asserted without valuation, 
we may add a second, namely, that the very on which 

development is predicated are themsslves inseparable from values that 
must hCy and can only be^ acknowledged. 

It is, accordingly, only in the vciy loosest sense of that 
term that we c?n apply the teim “fact” to these “emergent 
qualities.” It is in afi even looser sense that men speak of the 
fact of emergence, or, indeed, in some cases, of a “law of 
emergence.” 

Here, again, distinctions are very much in order if there is 
to be any clearness of thought. If we acknowledge as a fact 
the unique character of these qualities—and this acknowledg¬ 
ment is necessary only if we acknowledge certain meanings 
and values—then it is, of course, also true, a “fact,” that such 
qualities appear or emerge in the world. But to say this is 
really to say nothing. It is, to be sure, a fact that things appear 
which are not reducible to pre-existing ar. angements or events. 
We may, perhaps, say that it is a law, in the sense of an empirical 
generalization, that novelties do thus appear. But that is not 
what is meant by the law of emergents. if the concept is to 
have any meaning at all, it must be that things emerge from 
that which they were not. It is one thing, however, to say that 
things appear which cannot be reduced to preceding events; 
it is quite another to say that they emerge out of what they 
are not. The first represents merely a limit of scientific analysis 
and description. The second is essentially a metaphysical con¬ 
ception. It is one of the blind spots of evolutionary naturalism 
that it does not see this distinction. 


Ill 

The attempt to rescue evolutionary naturalism from oppro¬ 
brium by the doctrine of “emergents” is a welcome gesture. But 
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it is only a gesture. It lacks sincerity and reality, for it is 
really unintelligible. For one thing the method of rescue, the 
denial of the dogma of “substance,” is questionable. Someone 
is bound to ask in the end, ''What is it that evolves?” And the 
answer can be only in terms of matter or spirit, one of the 
so-called emergent qualities. If evolution is made “cosmic,” 
this is inevitable. For, as we have seen, if the world is to be 
cogitated as a unity at all, it must be cogitated in one or 
another of these terms.* 

But this difficulty is merely one of many that arise out of 
the complete break with the traditional form of intelligibility 
which the doctrine of emergence implies. There is one point 
at which this break occurs which is diagnostic for the whole 
position, the whole complex of novelties called modernism, 
namely, the abandonment of the category of potentiality. 
Any doctrine of emergents that is consistent and coherent 
must do this. It must break with the category of potentiality, 
not only in its Aristotelean form, but in any form in which 
it has functioned in traditional thought. And in doing this it 
must accept consequences of far-reaching importance. For, not 
only is potentiality the great interpretative category; it is 
also, so to speak, the cement of all traditional systems. 

The reason for this break, so we have seen, is fundamental. 
The break was inevitable so soon as the a priori character of 
the form of philosophical intelligibility was denied, so soon as 
reality is divorced from value, and therefore origin dissociated 
from finality. Yet we find a curiously vacillating position on 
the part of many representatives of emergent evolution. The 
need to retain it in some form seems to arise out of the need 
of making themselves intelligible. For precisely the acknow¬ 
ledgment of integral qualities, such as life and mind, the 
insistence upon the retention of these categories in the face 
of radical analysis, is what distinguishes them from the old- 
fashioned reductive naturalism. But this is just what the 
category of potentiality has eilways stood for—for the retention 
of the significance and richness of expressive terms, and the 
truth that these terms are not reducible to their relations 
without a remainder; in short, that there is more in these 
things than in the entities out of which they appear to emerge. 

• Chapter VIII, p. 396. 
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Can this aspect of the category of potentiality be retained 
without retaining its classical implications and meaning? 

To me, at least (I cannot refrain from saying it), a large part 
of present-day thinking is thoroughly incoherent on this point. 
Illustrations of this situation are everywhere present in recent 
literature. I take one from Lloyd Morgan’s Emergent Evolution 
as perhaps best fitted to bring out my point. 

“It will be urged,” he writes, “by many critics of our thesis, 
that mind does hot emerge” (italics his). “That is true,” he 
goes on to say, “of mind in one sense, but not of mind in 
another. If we say that mind emerges at a certain stage and 
others say that mind does not emerge and cannot be treated 
as an emergent, this may be because the word ‘mind’ is 
used in these two different senses.” “Mind as a correlate,” he 
continues, “does not emerge, but there are emergent levels 
of such mind, as correlate, and it is at an assignable level 
that mind in the second sense does emerge. It is an exnergent 
quality of the correlated psychical order at an approximately 
definable stage of evolutionary advance.”' 

Nothing would be easier than to amuse one’s self over this 
very human desire to eat one’s cake and have it too, over this 
antinomy into which Lloyd Morgan’s thinking seems to drive 
him. But it is well to remember that it is just such antinomies 
as this that constitute a challenge for all large-minded philo¬ 
sophies—problems the solution of which has brought greater 
light in the past. If we did not draw back from the seeming 
paradox that reality is both in and out of space and time, 
surely we ought not to be,disturbcd by this apparent paradox. 

The truth of the matter seems to be that we are somehow 
compelled to use mind in these two senses—that is, if we are 
to talk intelligibly. This is the crucial point. Mind, as a 
correlate, does not, then, emerge. But is it possible to think of 
mind as a correlate of all existence without thinking of it also 
as immanent? And can we think of its immanence or “opera¬ 
tive presence” without the traditional concept of potentiality? 

I do not think so. We must insist that emergent levels of a 
non-emergent mind cannot be thought without this concept 
of potentiality. We must, further, insist that we cannot make 
use of the negative side of potentiality, its opposition to 

• Op. cit., p. 37. 
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reductionism, without its positive implications. The very 
essence of potentiality is that it stands for the significance and 
richness of terms. It tells us that they are not to be reduced 
to their relations without a remainder. But this also implies 
the positive conception that the nistis of these emergent levels 
is immanent or potential in the total process. 

But there is a still more fundamental consideration. Evolu¬ 
tion is intelligible movement, or it is nothing at all. Unless it 
be merely a name for the comprehensive sequence of natural 
events, it is intelligible movement. But it is only the intellect 
that grasps such movement, and it can grasp it only by means 
of concepts—the concepts, namely, of potentiality and realiza¬ 
tion, of potency and act. These concepts are not intellectual 
dogmas forced on a resisting reality. They are the conditions of 
the apprehension of intelligible movement, because the inter¬ 
penetration and continuity of such movement are themselves 
intelligible only as successive states or events are held together 
by value.^ 

The only possible alternative to this conception is that of 
Creative Evolution—of a reality that creates itself gradually. Now 
this idea is, to my mind, one of the most unintelligible concepts 
that it has ever entered into the mind of man to invent. One 
sometimes wonders how such ideas could ever have got 
possession of modern thought. That a certain plausibility 
seems to attach to this idea need not be denied. Why say—so 
we find the modernist asking—^why say that the more cannot 
be derived from the less, the higher and more complex levels 
from the simpler, -when precisely this is actually taking place 
before our eyes? We are even told that there is nothing 
materialistic in this when the rule of all development is for 
the stream to rise higher than its source. Of course, it is not 
taking place before our eyes. No eye can see any such thing 
taking place. Eyes do not even see the differences between life 
and the non-living, between mind and the non-mental. If we 
did not appreciate immediately the meaning of life and mind, 
if we did not acknowledge the values which those meanings 
presuppose, there would be no differences between life and 
“wetness and saltness held together,’* no difference between 
cells held together and mind. Certainly no emergence of the 
* Chapter VII, pp. 279 f. 
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higher from the lower takes place before our eyes.* If it did, 
we should have to deny the witness of our eyes. It is only for 
thought that it takes place, if at all, and anything that takes 
place for thought must be intelligible. The whole doctrine of 
emergence of higher levels of meaning and value from forces 
or entities originally devoid of value has seemed tiuis plausible, 
I think, only because those who think the idea are themselves 
placed at the end of a process of development, as so far con¬ 
tinued, and are themselves part of the conclusion. But could 
such emergence have been foreseen, or even understood, by 
a mind of like endowment placed at ihe beginning of the 
process? Surely not. 7 he process could be understood only 
by a mind itself independent of the process and capable of 
intuiting or apprehending the higher grades of reality at the 
outscr It is intelligible only to a mind that in some sense 
transcends the process. 

Yet Creative Evolution^ with its conception of a reality that 
creates itself gradually, is the only conception compatible with 
the doctrine of “emergents.” It is also, as we shall see, the 
only one that goes with the idea of cosmic evolution—with 
evolution as a universal category. Those who “take evolution 
seriously”—and to take it seriously means for them to make 
time absolute and to identify becoming completely with 
being—are forced to this conception. “The evolutionary 
naturalist,” says Sellars, “is not a finalist. He is a believer in 
novelty, time, and creative evolution.” But whether an intelli¬ 
gible concept of evolution can be formed without finality is 
the real question at issue. Our contention is that it cannot. 
Evolution, if it is anything, is a form of the intelligible world, 
and part of that form is the concept of finality. But of this 
more later. 

At the end of a summary of the different levels of being, in 
which it is said of these successive levels that they are the 
“emergent stuff of which the natural togetherness at the lower 
levels is the substance,” Mr. Lloyd Morgan asks: “What more 

* All this may seem a little strained. May we not speak of the “eyes of the 
mind/* and is it not this that is here meant? It is, however, precisely my point 
that this emergence is not an “observability” in any sense of the W'ord which 
conceives this observability as something abstracted from the acknowledgment 
of value. Sec in this connection my discussion of the same point in Chapter IV, 
p. 146. 
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need one ask for? Is not such a scheme of interpretation 
complete?” What more need one ask for? Nothing—^but 
intelligibility.* 


IV 

An intelligible concept of evolution is, we have said, the 
great desideratum of the modem world. Evolution seems to be 
the form of an intelligible world; but the need of making that 
form itself intelligible is imperative. The unintelligibility of 
current evolutionary naturalisms, as it has gradually disclosed 
itself in the last quarter-century, has given rise to the question 
whether an intelligible concept of cosmic evolution is at all 
possible. An intelligible concept of evolution within the sphere 
of biology itself involves chiefly a credible view of the origin 
and transformation of species. But when the concept of evolu¬ 
tion or development is extended beyond that sphere to the 
cosmos, quite different conditions of intelligibility arise. 
Naturalistic evolution has become systematic—that is, has 
included the inorganic processes and the human and cultural 

* In bringing this part of my discussion to a close I may, perhaps, profitably 
comment on a criticism by Professor G. K. Patrick of these views as I have 
presented them in an article, “Origin and Value.** 

In the preface to his Introduction to Philosophy, Professor Patrick does me the 
honour of maintaining the concept of Emergent Evolution against the strictures 
I felt compelled to make upon it. He thinks that Lloyd Morgan and Alexander 
“have done philosophy a great service in introducing the word emergent to 
designate the relation in which spiritual values stand to the organization of 
material elements.** That service, in its negative aspect at least, I unhesitatingly 
recognize. Professor Patrick does not, however, feel the difficulties in the divorce 
of origin from value implied in this doctrine. He agrees with me that the dis¬ 
sociation of value and reality would indicate the decadence of philosophy, but 
he cannot agree that the special form of it, dissociation of origin and value, would 
be equally fatal. “Even if,’* he writes, “we speak of new values as novelties, 
there is no necessary divorce of value from reality. But even if there are laid up 
somewhere in the heavens, patterns by which we measure these values, even 
then there is no reason why they may not emerge in any given local process 
of evolution.** 

Is it necessary to point out that this really begs the whole question? If these 
“patterns,** or, better, the scale of values, are non-temporal, they do not them¬ 
selves evolve and evolution becomes a “local process.’* If, however, evolution is 
only local and not universal, these values do not emerge in any ultimate sense. 
Tliey merely become sichtbar. Emergence in any local process becomes merely a 
local appearance. With such a doctrine of emergence no one can have the least 
quarrel. 
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elements in its whole—only by embracing under one concept 
the most varied processes—of change, growth, development, 
progress. In particular, no completely intelligible concept of 
evolution can be developed which does not imply or eventuate 
in some concept of progress. Any philosophy must give some 
interpretation to human history if there is to be no gap in 
our view of the universe. But it is doubtful whether any 
intelligible history can be written without the postulate of 
progress, and there can be no intelligible concept of progress 
without intelligible finality. These are, however, topics which 
are yet to be considered in our discussions. It is, accordingly, 
only within the most decided limitations that we can attempt 
to determine the conditions of an intelligible concept of 
evolution at this stage. 

On the other hand, there are certain problems in con¬ 
nection with such a conception that we are in a position to 
consider now, and these, perhaps, the most fundamental and 
important. They are the metaphysical problems involved in 
the concept of cosmic evolution. The idea of evolution as 
itself creative is, as we have seen, the only one that seems to 
go with a doctrine of emergence. It is also, it seems to many, 
the only one that is consistent with the idea of universal 
evolution, with the extension of development to the totaUty 
of things, to the universe or cosmos as a whole. It is the problems 
connected with this idea of universal or cosmic evolution that 
concern us here. The idea of evolution, as not a mere name 
for, nor description of, the sequence of phenomena, as not 
merely the method of creation, but as the creative thing itself, 
cannot be made intelligible without involving the questions 
of intelligible substance and intelligible causation already 
considered. 

An examination of the history of the concepts of develop¬ 
ment and evolution, the stages of growth in the idea itself, 
serves best, perhaps, to reveal the nature of these problems. 
First, there is the original meaning of the word “evolve”—a 
mere unfolding, as in the opening of an unrolled scroll or the 
expansion of a bud into a full-blown flower.' This conception 

» In this limited sense we may, perhaps, speak of development even when we 
are dealing with purely mechanical atomism. The transformation of a nebulous 
globe into the solar system, the breaking up of the masses into separate bodies, 
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is, then, enlarged so as to take in at the same time the idea of 
growth, not only in volume but in differentiation. This meaning 
is also illustrated by the development of a flower bud. Not 
only do its parts unfold, but they also change in size and 
shape and their tissues become continually less and less 
homogeneous. A still further meaning is gained when all the 
particular stages of the process are explicitly referred to one 
developing individual and an antithesis is drawn between the 
beginning from which, and the end toward which, the subject 
develops. The end of the development is, then, conceived as 
revealing what the beginning contained, as the oak reveals 
the true nature of the acorn. Finally, when the concept of 
development is made to extend beyond particular individuals 
to the whole range of the organic world, or even to the cosmos 
itself, it has reached its deepest meaning. But in establishing 
this meaning we find certain difficulties which lie in our 
inability both to fix upon an unequivocal meaning for develop¬ 
ment or evolution itself, and to fix definitely upon the subject 
to which the universal development is to be applied. In other 
words, it is precisely at that point where evolution becomes the form 
of an intelligible world that it becomes difficulty if not impossibky to 
make the form itself intelligible. 

It is, I repeat, at this last stage of the historic development 
that the deepest meanings of the concept of development ap¬ 
pear. But it is also here that we find its deepest problems and 
its greatest difficulties. For in the passage from development, as 
the form of an individual process, to evolution as a cosmic 
principle, we try to conceive the latter process without an end 
(with which development has always been connected), and 
we also try to apply the concept, formed to deal with concrete 
individuals, to the whole of reality for which it was never 
intended. 

These difficulties are undoubtedly partly linguistic. The 
concept of evolution is a metaphor, and involves a gradual 
transference of evolution as a mere unfolding to that which 
does not merely unfold, or the transference of development 

the process on the particular planets by which their surfaces take shape, may 
all be described as development from an original total state, in so far as the 
states implied in the forces or the elements and in their spatial distributions 
become successively real; but only in this limited sense. 
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and growth to that which, strictly speaking, does not grow. 
We say, for instance, that there is no evolution without 
involution, meaning by this that if we are to use the concept 
of evolution intelligibly we must also use the correlative concept 
of involution with which it was originally bound up. It is 
always possible to say that in such a case we are imposed 
upon by language. The element of metaphor in the terms 
develop and evolve creates, it may be said, merely sophistical 
difficulties which give way before the demands of fact. But 
these difficulties are not merely a matter of language, or, 
better expressed perhaps, they are also matters of intelligible 
communication. The “language of evolution” must be intelli¬ 
gible. When we say that a thing evolves, or that the universe 
evolves, we are saying things that are significant only in case 
we can give a definite meaning both to the subject and 
predicate of our proposition. There is no point in saying that 
things develop or evolve rather than merely change, unless 
we mean to convey something by the word evolve that is not 
expressed in the word change. Similarly, there is no point in 
saying the world or cosmos evolves unless we mean to convey 
something more by the word cosmos than is expressed in the 
word all, when we say that everything changes. To say that 
all things change or flow is, indeed, a judgment of totality 
that has consequences, but it means very little in comparison 
with the judgment that the world evolves. 


V 

It is at this point, as is well understood, that the first and 
fundamental difficulty in the language of evolution appears. 
That which distinguishes evolution from mere change is 
always, and necessarily, the element of direction or nisus in 
the change, and no such elements are intelligible without 
some concept of permanence within the change. So long as 
the concepts of evolution or development were confined to 
those individual things for which they were first made, the 
ideas were clear enough. The scroll that unrolled had a per¬ 
manent way of unrolling, the organism that grows or develops, 
a permanent path of development. In both cases an antithesis 
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is drawn between the beginning and end of the process; and 
the end is conceived as revealing what was contained in the 
beginning and as the permanent and intelligible cause of the 
process or development. When, however, the concept is 
extended to embrace the whole of organic life—or, indeed, the 
cosmos itself—one of two possible consequences seems neces¬ 
sarily to follow. Either we make of the whole of life or of the 
cosmos an individual, and unconsciously use the old concept 
of development, or else inevitably, if insensibly, the element 
of direction is minimized and evolution tends to become 
synonymous with continuous change. i 

The antithesis of permanence and change is, we have se^n, 
one of the two great dichotomies that have dominated ihe 
history of metaphysical thought. This antithesis is fundamental, 
for it is an antithesis of values, and it is only in terms ,of this 
contrast, of restless becoming and self-contained being, that 
the mind can apprehend and communicate the pieaning of 
its own life and of the world in which that life is lived. ^ 
Modernism in general gives the privileged position to change: 
there is more in becoming than in that which becomes—a 
position which may be described as pure dynamism. 

Pure dynamism has, however, always seemed paradoxical 
to the ordinary mind. To say that there is more in becoming 
than in the thing that becomes is unintelligible to the natural 
mind and essentially a transvaluation of all natural meta¬ 
physical values. A natural metaphysic demands things of 
which the forces shall be functions. Forces which are suspended 
in the air and supposed to produce things have no meaning 
for the ordinary mind, however much philosophers might like 
to see the contrary. The reason for this is deep-seated. There 
is, in the first place, that “prejudice” in favour of the per¬ 
manent. “Deep down somewhere, the ultimate test of reality 
appears to be the law of conservation.” An element of prejudice 
there may, indeed, be in this form of the ontological postulate, 
but it cannot be wholly prejudice, for permanence is a mode 
in which we express significance and value. In the second 
place, and this is more important still, it leads to the paradox 
that it is the becoming that is significant and valuable, not 
that which becomes. The final end of a development is not 
' Chapter VIII, pp. 314 f. 
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more valuable than the starting-point. It is the transition from 
one to the other that is valuable. It is possible, to be sure, to 
say that this paradox is present only for the practical con¬ 
sciousness and not for the theoretical. But this is no answer 
if we recognize the “value character of the theoretical” itself. 

The paradox of pure dynamism remains a paradox because 
it sounds the very depths of the unintelligible, as we have 
come to understand that concept. It is just as well for us to 
try to plumb these depths. For it is an intelligible concept of 
evolution that we want, and it is of considerable moment to 
see just how far short of such a concept the prevailing notions 
of evolution fall. 

One of these depths is reached in the modern transformation 
of finality and teleology into the conception of “heterogeneity 
of ends,” with the associated idea of an “ever fuller volume 
of free activity.” Of this conception we shall have more to 
say in a later connection.' Here we are concerned merely with 
its relation to the conception of evolution as continuous 
change. The law of heterogeneity of ends is at bottom an 
attempt to combine the idea of direction or nisus (without 
which evolution or development cannot be thought) with 
continuous change. This is done by applying the notion of 
continuous change to the idea of the end itself. In this way 
it is thought possible to escape the dilemma of mere change 
without direction or end, or change towards a specific end— 
by means of the middle ground of continuous change of the 
direction itself. This is what the principle of heterogeneity of 
ends really amounts to. 

Of this idea it has been-said that it describes the actual 
experiences of every individual life. It is the miracle of every 
first-rate artistic creation, the whole story of human invention. 
When carried over to life as a whole, or to the cosmos, it has 
the additional advantage of being a conception of direction 
or finality “that is apparently more applicable to the earlier 
stages of evolution, where the objective realization of adapta¬ 
tions that were never subjectively intended must have played 
a still more conspicuous part than in human history.” Now, 
as a merely descriptive formula, as a protection against a 
superficial anthropomorphism when applied to nature, or a 
> Chapter X, pp. 360 f. 
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superficial intellectualism as applied to human invention in 
all its forms, it has its value. But taken in any absolute meta¬ 
physical sense, it is simply unintelligible. It is doubtful whether 
those who use these phrases so confidently quite realize how 
meaningless they are. In the life of the human spirit, from 
which alone the idea of “end” is taken, endless change of the 
end is a way of life which involves not endless self-renewal, 
but endless self-alienation. It is not different with the way of 
the “world,” the cosmos. Here, also, endless change of the end 
could by no possibility be made intelligible as either develop¬ 
ment or progress. Endless change may, in a sense, be a law of 
the cosmos, but if so, there must be a deeper law of per¬ 
manence in change. Otherwise reality is subject to perpetual 
estrangement from itself and admits of neither knowledge nor 
understanding. 

The point I am trying to make here may be more simply 
and more concretely put. To suppose that all the variety in 
the world should have been directly created for variety’s 
sake—“almost like toys in a shop,” to use Darwin’s phrase— 
is, indeed, as he himself urges; “an incredible view,” in our 
phrase untrinsically unintelligible. Yet that is precisely what 
“creative accumulation” as a substitute for teleology means. 
But what is more important is that “creative accumulation” 
is, as the modernist well knows, the only concept consistent 
with pure dynamism. 

But why incredible? Why unintelligible? The situation as 
here envisaged is not abstractedly impossible—certainly not 
unimaginable. We can very well imagine it. There are, indeed, 
those who envisage the world process, “creative evolution,” 
as they call it, as a gigantic play of fancy. The “world as 
imagination” is not an unknown metaphysic. Indeed, there are 
possibly whole peoples who envisage the world in this fashion. 
What we mean to say is that it is unintelligible to apply either 
the term evolution or dev, lopment to such a process. For these concepts 
arc essentially concepts of the intellect, and processes that 
cannot be grasped by the intellect cannot be described as 
evolution or development. Both concepts imply intelligible 
causation. Creation for variety’s sake may conceivably imply 
causality, but certainly no element of intelligible causation. 
When Bergson maintains that life and evolution cannot be 
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grasped by thought, it is equivalent to saying that life is not 
apprehensible as evolution at all, but merely as change. 

But we have by no means reached the depths. The paradox 
that it is the becoming that is significant and not that which 
becomes, or that there is more in becoming than in that 
which becomes, strikes deep. For it means that in transferring 
the concept of development or evolution from the individual 
thing for which it was made to the cosmos, we have been 
compelled in the process to abandon all that made the con¬ 
cept intelligible. 

But pure dynamism involves a still deeper difficulty. In 
arguing against the Darwinian hypothesis, Agassiz is said 
to have urged: “If species do not exist, how can they vary?” 
and this rather naive argument has found its way into 
the school logics as an illustration of the fallacy of petitio 
principii. Now that the objection, as stated, does beg the 
question is doubtless true. In the very form of the question 
it is assumed that existence and variation are incompatible, 
when it might be that to be or to exist is to change. And yet 
there is really more to this argument than meets the eye. It 
is really but a naive way of saying that the language of evolu¬ 
tion must be intelligible, that if you are going to say that 
species vary, the subject of your proposition must be an entity 
in some sense or else we shall not know what you are talking 
about. If you apply “existence” only to the variations, you 
must find another ontological predicate for that which gives 
meaning or significance to the variations. If a tendency to 
vary in all directions is regarded as a condition of attaining 
the most favourable form of life, then this tendency must be 
interpreted as a “seeking after” the most favourable form. The 
only way of finding fixed forms which have any counterpart 
in reality is from the point of view of the end, and those forms 
stand out among the chaos of differences which are the most 
perfect when the end is taken as a standard by which to 
measure them. The only intelligible language here is a teleo¬ 
logical language; in other words, a language which gives 
subsistence to the species as a value. 

It is for this reason that an intelligible concept of evolution 
must of necessity be teleological. If the idea of fixed species is 
given up, we must of necessity find a substitute for it. If 
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the old basis of classification is destroyed by the theory of 
transmutation, a new basis is introduced, none other than the 
teleological, a principle that proves to be not only compatible 
with evolution but actually necessitated by it. The forms 
around which the members of a species group themselves 
become intelligible only in terms of adaptation, utility, and 
survival. Any intelligible system of animate nature, once the 
idea of fixed species is given up, is a realm of ends.* 

It is here that the natural metaphysic of the human intellect 
is under a definite constraint. If it wishes to talk intelligibly 
it must talk a teleological language. It must say that that 
which becomes is more significant and more real than the 
becoming. The concept of substance, as we have seen,* is the 
development of the values of existence, and the only intelligible 
evolutionary language is that which gives substantiality to the 
species as a value. Nay, more, if our natural metaphysic wishes 
to extend the concept of evolution to the cosmos, it must say 
the same of the cosmos. Here, too, that which becomes is 
more significant than the becoming, the permanent more real 
than the changing. 

The very significance of the concept of evolution—that 
which seems to make it the form of an intelligible world—is 
its close relation to life. If this relation does not persist, we 
have in evolution a mere name for a change in parts or a 
sequence of events. But the idea of mere change is incompatible 
with the idea of life. The fundamental characteristic of life is 
that while, in one aspect, it is unlimited, in another aspect 
it is always something individualized and limited. This charac¬ 
teristic of something limited that constantly transcends its 
limits is the inmost constitution of all that lives. A merely 
Heraclitean passage or flowing, without a definite permanent 
something, would not contain the limit beyond which this 
“going out,” this transcendence, would be possible. Nor would 
it contain the subject which reaches out, which grows or 
develops. In sum, pure dynamism cannot be thought through; 
the complete identification of being with becoming excludes 
all intelligible concepts of evolution or development. 

• For a keen argument for this position see Sigwart, Logie, vol. ii, pp. 524 ff. 

* Chapter VIII, p. 283. 
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VI 

The concepts of development, evolution, are thus themselves 
not without difficulties. Even when applied to individuals or 
to species within the whole, it is difficult to make these concepts 
intelligible. But the deepest problems of all arise when we 
speak of universal evolution. What is it that evolves? What is 
the subject to which universal evolution is to be ascribed? 

The expression everything evolves, when taken collectively, 
when applied to the “world” as a totality, involves the greatest 
difficulties. In fact, the moment one begins to talk about the 
world or universe as we do about one finite being, one organism, 
or one society among others, one is “already on the brink of 
the unmeaning.” From the fact that individuals grow or 
develop we can infer only that some things grow or develop. 
From the fact that everything that “exists” changes we may, 
perhaps, infer that all these things change, but never that the 
whole changes. In other words, we can find subjects for the 
predicates “grow” and “develop” and for the predicate 
“change,” but none for the predicate “evolve,” as it is used 
to include all these. I venture the statement that when we 
use the term evolution in a universal sense we never know 
quite what we are talking about. And this is what evolutionary 
agnosticism always really says. 

To give an intelligible answer to the question. What is it 
that evolves?—^if such an answer can, indeed, be given—we 
must divide the question into two parts, namely, whether 
evolution is of the whole, and, if so, what is the nature of the 
whole that evolves? 

The answer to the first question obviously involves a con¬ 
sideration of the results of our discussion of the category of 
totality. The “prejudice in favour of totality” is, we saw, no 
prejudice, but a necessary presupposition of intelligible philo¬ 
sophical discourse. Something must be said about the whole, 
the universe. The universe must be the subject of discourse, 
not only in the logical sense but in a metaphysical sense also.' 
But while this is true, it is also true that there are some things 
that we must learn not to say about this whole. It may be that 
evolution is one of these things. I think that most certainly it is. 

* Chapter II, pp. 53 if. 

X 
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The reasons for this are plain enough. In the first place, 
the “real world” in the sense in which the predicate “evolve” 
can in any meaningful sense be applied to it, is less than the 
universe. The real world, we have seen, always contains less 
than the universe, for the predicate “real” has inevitably the 
meaning of suggesting a contrast with something unreal which, 
however we may understand the term, must fall within the 
universe, which by hypothesis includes everything. Of the 
universe in this sense it is meaningless to say that it evolves. 
It is even meaningless to say that it changes. The universe 
cannot change, because any change introduces something that 
is, and this by hypothesis falls within the whole. The whole, 
if it changes is not the whole, but something less. All that 
is includes all that can be. There can be nothing more than it. 
This may be called dialectic, but what is dialectic but the 
determination of the conditions of intelligible communication? 

If the “universe” cannot change, it certainly cannot evolve. 
But even of the real world of existents, in the limited sense 
in which it is intelligible to apply to it the concept of evolution 
at all, it is scarcely more intelligible to say that it evolves. 
For the real world in the sense of the existent, of which the 
law is the law of change, contains not only changing things, 
but the direction of change. To say that this direction changes 
(in any ultimate sense) is to negate direction and to give us 
nothing but change again. 

Thus it is that, as we have seen, there obviously cannot be 
evolution of new levels. For then we should have, not only 
the whole problem of something coming from nothing, but 
we should also have the problem already pressed upon us by 
our consideration of the principle of “heterogeneity of ends,” 
namely, of determining any direction of evolution at all. 
Development, evolution, cannot be asserted of any sequence 
of events at all without evaluation. But there cannot be any 
evaluation where absolute change is the law of value. Either 
we apply evolution to the whole, and evolution loses its 
meaning by becoming identical with mere change, or we 
apply it to “individuals” within the whole and it retains its 
element of direction. 

“The world, my dear friend,” says Lawrence, “does not 
evolve,” and surely we mtxst say the same. There is development. 
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evolution, in the world, but not of the world. Logically, 
we have here precisely the same sort of an ambiguity with 
which we find Lloyd Morgan struggling when he speaks of 
the sense in which mind emerges and the sense in which it 
does not emerge, an ambiguity which inheres in all universals 
and totalities. Only to concrete individuals, totalities within 
the world, can the concepts of development or evolution be 
intelligibly applied. 

Evolution, devolution, progress, decay—all such terms apply 
only to the part and never to the whole. In so far as they are 
temporal and not logical conceptions, they are necessarily 
local in significance. It is becoming fashionable in some 
quarters, in the revolt against the irresponsible extension of 
the evolution concept to everything, to go to the opposite 
extreme and to say that “the evolutionary concept has no 
more significance for philosophy than any other scientific 
hypothesis.” This can scarcely be the case. For while it is a 
metaphor, as, indeed, any scientific hypothesis is a metaphor 
or symbol when extended beyond the realm of facts for which 
it was explicitly made, this happens to be a metaphor which 
has a maximum of consequences for metaphysical interpreta¬ 
tion, which has significance in a larger context than, perhaps, 
any other. Yet it remains true that evolution can be applied 
—with any really intelligible meaning—only to the part, and 
never to the whole. When we speak of the world evolving, it 
can never be the world in the sense of identity with the 
universe, but only in the sense of some individualized totality 
necessary for intelligible discourse. Philosophy has always had 
a name for that totality. It has called it the phenomenal world. 

The religious consciousness, no less than the metaphysical, 
has always struggled with this problem. If God is perfect in 
the beginning, then development, progress, can consist simply 
in the manifestation of His being, and progress simply in the 
betterment and enlightenment of human beings and of races 
in the universe. Even if we deny the divine perfection and 
think of a finite god, himself conceived as growing in insight 
and moral wisdom as individuals and races grow, even then, 
he himself being finite, progress applies only to the part and 
not to the whole. The idea of god in the making does not 
get over the idea that progress is only of the parts. It seems 
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impossible to override the testimony of the religious con¬ 
sciousness on this point. But even if we do, nothing is gained 
from a philosophical point of view. From an ultimate meta¬ 
physical standpoint, progress is unintelligible as applied to 
the universe, and the temporal view of things with which 
progress is bound up is not ultimate. 


VII 

This leads us to the second part of our question, namely: 
What is the nature of that which evolves—what is the nature 
of any whole to which the predicate “evolve” can be intelli¬ 
gibly applied? 

The outcome of the preceding reflections may be put in 
this way. It is only to that which is individual, to that which 
is at the same time limited and has the capacity of transcending 
its limits—in short, to organic wholes, that development and 
evolution can, strictly speaking, be intelligibly applied. When 
we regard development as an actual process in time, it requires 
a concrete individual subject existing in time. But the only 
subjects that thus actually “exist” are the particular organisms 
that succeed and produce each other. If we apply it in any 
other way and to any other subject, development or evolution 
tends to become simply another name for change, with a 
corresponding confusion of the issue. Nevertheless, there 
persists the attempt to think, if not the world or universe, 
at least “our world” as an evolving whole, as a subject of 
universal development. If, now, we wish to find such a subject, 
such a totality, this subject must itself be conceived as one 
that can be conceived in universal terms. 

It is at this point that the treasured dichotomy of matter 
and spirit comes into play. Any philosophy, when it becomes 
articulate, must inevitably become dominantly materialistic 
or spiritualistic. For reasons that we need not repeat here, 
one of these must be given the privileged position. The world 
must be cogitated as either a material or a spiritual unity if 
it is to be cogitated as a unity at all. There is no third way. 
But—and this is the point of importance here —to apply evolution 
to the world necessitates that it be cogitated as a unity. 
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The older evolutionary naturalism of the reductive type of 
necessity gave the privileged position to “matter.” In seeking 
for a subject of universal evolution it necessarily found it in 
matter or force, for, from its point of view, evolution and 
reduction are the same road viewed from its two ends. But 
evolution so conceived can be nothing but evolution in the 
sense of unrolling, or of successive unfolding of states implied 
in the forces of the elements and in their spatial distribution, 
and evolution in this sense, as creative and emergent evolu¬ 
tion rightly insist, is no real evolution at all, if in that term 
we are to include the meanings of growth and progress. 

The search for a subject of universal evolution in the latter 
sense naturally led to the concept of life as the ultimate 
category. For the modern Lebensphilosophien the essence of 
reality is life. To extend life to the cosmos must involve making 
biological categories world categories, as Bergson and all 
thinkers of his type have seen. That this is more intelligible 
than materialistic evolution in any of its forms few would 
deny. In so far as only that which in some sense lives, or has 
the meaning of life, evolves, then, if evolution is to be a 
universal category, life must be a world category also. Thought 
is in the position of either abandoning the category of evolu¬ 
tion as in any sense a world category, or else changing our 
conception of the nature and “substance” of the world. But 
to make biological categories world categories is as unjustifiable 
as to make the categories of any single science ultimate. That 
which alone has made it seem plausible or intelligible is the 
fact that in thus expanding these categories of life and growth 
of organisms to the dimensions of world categories, from purely 
biological to metaphysical conceptions, the concepts of life 
and organism have themselves changed. 

It is this equivocal use of the concept of life in modern 
philosophies that alone makes them plausible. It is, accord¬ 
ingly, upon this ambiguity that we must first fix our eyes. 
It consists, in brief, in taking a category from the organic 
world and then, in order to enable us to extend this cate¬ 
gory to the inorganic and to the hyper-organic, so changing 
or widening the concept that it may become a universal 
predicate. Such transformation of the concept, however, raises 
it, so to speak, to another metaphysical level. As Tolstoy says: 
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“I cannot present life to myself (in this sense) otherwise than 
as a striving from bad to good. This is, then, its central and 
indubitable meaning.” In this case, however, the category of 
life necessarily merges into that of spirit. In other words, we have 
really taken the second half of the treasured dichotomy of 
human thought. 

. The essential unintelligibility of all mere life philosopliies 
was exposed long ago by Hegel in his criticism of Schelling’s 
formulation of the same hypothesis. In addition to pointing 
out the ambiguities involved in this use of the concept, he 
shows the impossibility of applying it to the totality of reality 
in any intelligible way. For either this totality is one organism 
among other individuals, or else it is the totality, past, present, 
and future, of all such organisms. The first hypothesis would, 
of course, make of life and its evolution a limited and local 
phenomenon. The second hypothesis conceives of life, not as 
the life of an individual, but of organic nature conceived as 
an organic whole. But such a totality of successive organisms 
is simply an indefinitely prolonged procession of living beings. 
It is a process of exfoliation, not of development. Out of such 
a succession of processes no true individual can be conceived 
as the subject of development. 

The outcome of such reflections is as obvious as it was in 
Hegel’s day. The only form of unity or totality that can 
provide the conditions for an intelligible concept of cosmic 
development or evolution is that unity which comes through 
the concept of the development of the “Idea.” The concept 
of life, by reason of its ambiguous character, affords no 
intelligible middle ground between the dichotomy of matter 
and spirit. If the world is to be cogitated as a unity at all, 
it must be cogitated as either a material or a spiritual unity. 
If it is to be cogitated as an evolution, it must be as either 
a materialisdc or an idealistic evolution. 

In other words, any concept of total evolution, as distin¬ 
guished from partial evolutions within a universe, can be 
conceived only as a development of the Idea, to use Hegel’s 
terms. It is quite clear, I think, that any other concepts, such 
as those we have been considering, cannot be made intelligible. 
Perhaps this notion of the development of the Idea cannot 
be made intelligible either. We can at least present the process 
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of thought which leads to the conception, and thereby make 
clearer this notion of the Idea and of its development. 

It is clear that we cannot have an intelligible notion of 
universal development without a subject of such development. 
It is clear, also, that if we wish to find such a subject it must 
be characterized in universal or general terms. And to such 
general concepts as matter, life, mind we can attribute develop¬ 
ment only in an ideal, logical sense. When we regard 
development as an actual process in time, it can be develop¬ 
ment only of particular, concrete subjects, existing in time. 
If the concept of development is to be not merely a general 
formula for the sequence of events, if it is to be in any sense 
an interpretative concept, it requires a subject of such a nature 
that by its successive changes new conditions of further changes in 
a fxed series are continually introduced, and that this series leads 
ultimately to an end in which the original disposition or potentialities 
are completely realized. It is not by itself, but by virtue of 
the permanent nature of the developing subject, that each 
particular stage is the cause of the next. This alone is in¬ 
telligible causation, and intelligible causation can never be 
thought as anything but realization or development of the 
Idea.* 

By the term “Idea,” as here used, I mean, then, a subject of 
just such a nature as is here described. Any philosophical 
conception of evolution requires such a subject, an immanent 
or underlying activity—a substantial activity—expressing itself 
in individual embodiments. It is, moreover, just because of this 
basal requirement that any intelligible philosophy of evolution 
must in the end conform* to that traditional form of intelli- 

* The point I am trying to make here may be brought out in greater relief 
by reference to Whitehead’s dbcussion of Evolution in the chapter on the 
“Nineteenth Century” in his Science and the Modern World. 

“The doctrine” (of Evolution) “thus cries aloud,” he says, “for a conception 
of organism as fundamental to nature,” “A thoroughgoing evolutionary philo¬ 
sophy,” he points out, “is inconsistent with materialism.” But the later develop¬ 
ments of this theme indicate that in using tlic organic conception of nature he 
has widened the concept of organism precisely as I have indicated. He makes 
it quite clear that, after all, value, and with it the concept of spirit, are central 
in his thought. Speaking of the requirements of a philosophic conception of 
evolution, he says: “It also requires an underlying activity—a substantial 
activity—expressing itself in individual embodiments and evolving in achievement 
of organisms. The organism is a unit of emergent value, a real fusion of the 
characters of eternal objects, emerging for its oivn sake” (p. 152), 
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gibility (of intelligible substance and intelligible causation) 
that brings the cause and the end together in a more ultimate 
concept or idea. The only form of unity or totality that can 
afford the conditions of an intelligible concept of cosmic 
evolution is the unity of the idea. To the question, What is it 
that evolves? naturalistic evolution in its more reflective 
moments always gives an agnostic answer, and must necessarily 
do so. There is no single subject for cosmic evolution in the 
sense that the whole that evolves may be described as matter 
or life or mind. These can be but moments in a more ultimate 
concept. 

Here, again, the point I am trying to make may be put in 
a more concrete and, in a sense, I think, more intelligible 
form. The language of metaphysics—and the language of 
evolution must be a metaphysical language—when it is most 
intelligible, when it approaches intrinsic intelligibility, also 
approaches the language of poetry, as when the poet cries: 

... the One Spirit’s plastic stress 
Sweeps through ... 

Torturing the unwilling dross that checks its flight 
To its own likeness as each mass may bear. 

In such words, with all their accumulated intension, the poet 
has found expression for the natural metaphysic of the human 
mind. The likeness to the Spirit, as each mass may bear, is 
the only criterion that distinguishes evolution from mere 
differentiation or change. The One Spirit’s plastic stress is 
the only element of unity or universality that can be found 
in the world process. Evolution seems to make the world 
intelligible to us. But it does so only when we conceive it, 
either consciously or unconsciously, as evolution of a divine 
idea, as a gradual revelation in time of that which was 
present from the “foundation of the world.” 

As a matter of fact, this is what we mostly do in our hearts, 
whatever we may say with our lips. The brute fact is that the 
panorama of evolution—that comprehensive plan of the 
sequence of natural events as it unrolls itself before us—may 
seem to be intelligible, but fundamentally we know that it is 
not. This is how it appears to a poet who has apparently long 
brooded over the passage of nature. In a poem called The 
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Passing Strange, John Masefield expresses in unforgettable 
words how passing strange the whole thing is: 

Out of the earth to rest and range 

Perpetual in perpetual change 

The Unknown passing through the Strange. 

Strange, eternally and radically strange, are all the varied 
phenomena of change, unless they possess that intrinsic 
meaning which attaches itself solely to a will directed towards 
purpose and value. That which passes through these unin¬ 
telligible things remains for ever in the deepest sense unknown 
unless it be throughout of the nature and essence of that 
which appears on the highest levels of the Spirit. The increasing 
recognition of this fact, not only in philosophy, but in the 
widest ranges of the human spirit, is, perhaps, the outstanding 
feature of the general culture of our time. 



CHAPTER X 


INTELLIGIBLE FINALITY AND THE PROBLEM 
OF DESTINY 


The doctrine of final causes will never be refuted. If one form of it is put 
aside it will take another. 

Bergson 

It takes genius to make an ending. 

Nietzsche 


I 

Nothing is more characteristic of us moderns than novel 
attitudes towards the future. A certain hilarious acceptance of 
the essential meaninglessness of a universe in which, as it is 
said, the gates of the future are for ever open, alternates with 
an almost equally hilarious acceptance of a universe in which 
the gates of the future are already shut. Modernists seem quite 
able to contemplate the world ^‘unrolling as an endless serial 
novel”; but they seem almost equally ready to contemplate 
it as a crude tragedy in which all the players arc killed off 
in the end. 

I do not mean, of course, that men have not held these views 
in the past, that men have not constructed futile and intolerable 
worlds and called them philosophies. What I do mean to 
emphasize is, rather, this miracle of modern sensibility and 
sophistication which enables us, not only to conceive such 
worlds, but also to call them good.* Modernism is nothing if 

> The following popular expression of this mood is worth quoting: ‘They 
tell me that our race may be an accident in a meaningless universe, living its 
brief life uncared-for on this dark cooling star; but even so, and all the more, 
what marvellous creatures we arc! What fairy story, what talc from the Arabian 
Nights of the jinns, is a hundredth part as wonderful as this true fairy story of 
the simians? 

“And it is so much more heartening, too, than the tales we invent. A universe 
capable of giving birth to such accidents is, blind or not, a good world to live 
in, even if not the best. We have won our way up against odds. We have made 
this our planet. It stirs me to feel myself part of our racial adventure. 

“It is an adventure that may never be noticed by gods. It may lead to no 
eternal reward in itself. God or no God, we belong to a race that has made a 
long march, and in the future may travel on greater roads still** (Clarence Day, 
“This Simian World,** Harper's Magazine^ March 1920). 
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not spirited. The vulgar and unsophisticated might think to 
detect a note of hysteria here, a kind of whistling to keep up 
one’s courage. But that would be to fail entirely to appreciate 
the miracle of the modem mood, to realize how completely 
we have learned to renounce all intelligibility, to renounce 
that “mythical philosophy” which connects the meaning and 
value of things with their origin and end. The philosophers of the 
Great Tradition knew, or thought they knew, whither they 
were going. Now, in the words of that artificially inspired 
individual of a popular song, “We don’t know where we’re 
going, but we’re on our way.” 

Thus the evolutionary naturalist is not a finalist. He is a 
believer in novelty, time, and creative accumulation. In other 
words, he believes that he can make a way intelligible without 
any idea as to where it is going. It is doubtful whether we quite 
grasp all that is involved in such a conception, in this substitu¬ 
tion of “creative accumulation” for teleology. It is the natural 
culmination of the unintelligible position of the preceding 
chapter. As it involves the idea of a reality that creates itself 
gradually, so it involves the idea of the evolution of the scale 
of values itself. We make our hopes of the goal, our very con¬ 
ception of it and so the goal itself, as we go. This necessarily 
involves either the denial, or an entire reconstruction, of the 
concept of progress. Instead of knowing what progress is by 
means of our values we try to know our values by means of 
progress. It is doubtful, I repeat, whether we quite grasp all 
that is involved in such conceptions. The whole question of 
intelligible finality and intelligible progress is at issue. In the 
present chapter we shall devote our attention to the first of 
these questions, leaving the fuller consideration of the problem 
of progress for the next. 

For traditional philosophy there has been, in the main, one 
and only one way of finding the world intelligible. Obeying 
a natural metaphysic innate in the human mind, it has found 
itself unable to construe the world except in terms of origin 
and destiny. Intelligibility, it finds, cannot renounce the idea 
of ultimate origin. This idea may be modified, detemporalized, 
but it cannot be exorcized. As little, apparently, can it renounce 
the idea of ultimate end. This idea, we shall see, may be greatly 
modified, perhaps detemporalized also, but it cannot be 
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exercized. The two ideas are, in fact, correlative, and the 
abandonment of cither or both, as certain conceptions of 
science and philosophy propose, means, as Levy-BrUhl rightly 
admits, the abandonment of the ideal of intelligibility. 

Even Bergson, a modern of the modernists, recognizes that 
finality in some form is an essential part of the form of philo¬ 
sophical intelligibility. “The doctrine of final causes,” he writes, 
“will never be definitely refuted. If one form of it is put aside 
it will take another It is very flexible.”" Teleology needs no 
proof. It is a necessity of thought. It is the time-form of value, 
and without value there can be no thought. We do not, and 
cannot, move a step in our thinking without acknowledging 
that which for internal reasons of value and validity we 
recognize as the rationally intelligible way of interpreting our 
experiences. There are no fundamental truths of experience 
which are not, in part at least, a priori reasons defined in terms 
of an inner necessity, or rather obligation, which can be 
merely acknowledged. Part, at least, of finality is, we shall see, 
a priori and as such ultimately irrefutable. But while it is 
irrefutable it is extraordinarily flexible, and modern philosophy 
has exploited this flexibility “to the limit.” I propose, there¬ 
fore, to submit some of these recent modifications to an exami¬ 
nation from the point of view of their ultimate intelligibility. 
To accomplish this we must first analyse finality, in order to 
try to determine the “essential characteristics of value,” as 
Bosanquet calls them—to which finality, if it is to have meaning 
and validity, must ultimately be carried back. In other words, 
we must seek to determine the a priori element in finality, 
without which there can be no intelligibility. 


II 

Origin and destiny are obviously the same road viewed 
from its two ends. But there is an important difference in the 
way the road looks from the two ends, due to the privileged 
character which the practical reason gives to the future. 
William James insisted that the origin of things makes no 
difference except for its bearing on their future. This, we have 

* Op, «/., p. 40, 
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seen, is by no means true. But a large part of the meaning and 
value of anything—of its very nature, indeed—is bound up with 
its future, and it is the peculiar character of this meaning that 
first concerns us in the study of finality. 

The relation of the meaning of anything to its future appears 
at two points. In the first place, the future of anything that has 
meaning and value cannot be thought of, much less expressed, 
except in terms of purpose and finality. In so far as the element 
of futurity, of what a thing is going on to be, is taken into 
account, that aspect of its being can be envisaged only in 
terms of end, or means to ends. If an object has value at all, 
that value, in so far as it is projected into the future, must be 
thought of either as an end or as a means to an end. 

The second point at which this relation of the meaning and 
value of a thing to its future appears, concerns the fate of the 
object and of its value in time. Once an object “has been 
detached from its immediate objectivity and has entered into 
that subjectivity, that free existence, which makes it a purpose,” 
or a means to an end, its meaning and value cannot be detached 
from its future or its fate in the future. To say that a man or an 
institution has no future is the same thing as saying that they 
have no meaning. In the mere process of temporal becoming 
means may tcike the place of ends, new and unforeseen ends 
arise out of old, but unless that part of the nature of an object 
we call its purpose is in some way retained and conserved in its 
temporal end, the identity of the thing with itself is lost and 
no intelligible communication of its nature and meaning is 
possible. 

Finality, in these its two aspects of purpose and consumma¬ 
tion of purpose, is then part of the time-form of value. Reference 
to its future is a necessary part of the expression and com¬ 
munication of the meaning and value of anything. So soon, 
however, as this future reference enters into our description, 
the only form of description possible is in terms of purpose, 
involving the relation of means to ends and realization of 
ends through the means. It is for this reason that, as has been 
said, the doctrine of finality will never be refuted: if one form 
of it is put aside it will take another. Another term for purpose¬ 
lessness is futility, and that which is futile is ultimately unin¬ 
telligible. 
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All this has, of course, been said again and again in varying 
ways from the time of Aristotle to the present. It has, however, 
been expressed in an unusually telling way by Wundt in an 
eloquent passage in his Ethics, which stresses especially the 
second point in the relation of the meaning of a thing to its 
future, its destiny. “If,” Wundt writes, “we could be absolutely 
assured of the misery of a descendant living two centuries 
hence, we should probably not be much disturbed. It would 
trouble us more to believe that the State and nation to which 
we belong were to perish in a few generations. The prospect 
would have to be postponed for several centuries, at least, 
before our knowledge that all the works of time must be 
destroyed would make it tolerable. But there is one idea that 
would be for ever intolerable though its realization were thought 
of as thousands of years distant; it is the thought that humanity 
with all its intellectual and moral toil may vanish without 
leaving a trace, and that not even a memory of it may endure 
in any mind.” From the intolerability of this conception 
Wundt proceeds to infer the opposite. “The confidence of this 
reality, it is true, is born, not of knowledge, but of a faith based 
on a dialectical analysis of the concept of moral end, which 
shows that every given end is only proximate, not ultimate— 
is thus finally a means to the attainment of an imperishable 
goal.”* 

For Wundt, accordingly, there is an element in finality 
that is irrefutable. The point which especially interests us in 
his presentation of this element is, however, the form in which 
this irrefutable element is felt by us. For him it is the thing 
that is forever intolerable that is also the unintelligible and 
unthinkable. Its irrefutable character is, indeed, based upon 
a dialectical analysis of the concept of moral end. The relation 
of the meaning and value of any tWg to its future is expressible 
only in terms of ends and means to ends. Every given end is 
only proximate, and implies, to be intelligible, an imperishable 
goal. But it is the intolerability of the opposite of this implication 
that is really the determining element, and it is at this point 
that the irrefutable element in finality is to be found. 

It will be worth our while to pursue this suggested rela* 
tion of the intolerable to the unthinkable and unintelligible 
> The Principles qf Mordity, English translation, p. 82. 
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somewhat further. First of all, I may point out that, as a matter 
of fact, appeal is constantly made in the history of philosophical 
thought to the intolerable, much in the fashion that we find 
it in Wundt’s passage. Indeed, often when a “thing” is said 
to be unthinkable, what is really meant is that it is intolerable. 
It is said, for instance, that it is unthinkable that God should 
condemn innocent infants to eternal punishment. Now, there 
is doubtless ultimately some “logical” contradiction in the 
conception, but the contradiction is, as we say, primarily 
moral, or more fundamental still, axiological, in the sense 
that we have defined it in an earlier chapter. The unthinkable 
here is the axiologically intolerable.* 

The intolerable then, it is our contention, is a special form 
of the unintelligible, the unthinkable. It is that form which always 
appears in connection with the future reference of values, or 
in contemplation of their fate in the cosmos. It is because part 
of the very nature of a thing is bound up with its future reference 
that futility or absence of purpose, and the passage of meaning 
and value into nothing, are unintelligible. It is because of the 
relation of feeling to value that the unintelligible expresses 
itself in the form of the intolerable. Let us show this connec¬ 
tion in detail; and first of all by examining the concept of the 
unthinkable. 

The unthinkable is the inconceivable, and the “incon¬ 
ceivability of the opposite” has been connected with the idea 
of necessary or a priori truth. Similarly, the intolerability of the 
opposite has been connected with the idea of the a priori in the 
field of valuation. 

In the case of the so-called inconceivable or unthinkable, 
many things have turned out to be so only because of obstinate 
human prejudices and because men have persisted in confusing 
the unimaginable with the inconceivable. None the less, while 
we have become exceedingly wary of the unthinkable, and 
have pretty well concluded that there is no proposition about 
existent things the opposite of which is not abstractly con¬ 
ceivable, there still remain certain propositions, even about 

• Elsewhere, in an article entitled “On Intolerables,” The Philosophical Review 
(vol. xxiv, No. 5), I have attempted to make a more complete study of the r 61 e 
of the "intolerable” in philosophic thought. Here I shall content myself with 
such aspects of this study as are necessary to develop our conception of finality. 
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existent things, which for all “practical” purposes of intelligible 
human communication we have agreed to find unthinkable. 

The situation is not notably dissimilar in that region of 
the unthinkable to which we have given the name of the 
intolerable. In the case of those things found unthinkable 
because ultimately intolerable, many, indeed, owe their 
apparent intolerability to certain prejudices of feeling and 
sensibility we attribute to the tender-minded, prejudices 
which the tough-minded do not share. Here, also, it may be 
said, perhaps a fortiori, that there is no value, no proposition 
about value, the opposite of which cannot conceivably be 
affirmed. But here again, as I hope to show, for all practical 
purposes—purposes of intelligible human communication— 
there are propositions that are axiologically intolerable. 

In general, such propositions are concerned with the fate 
of values, and of the bearers of value, in time-propositions 
involving finality and destiny. Such intolerability is quite 
different from any merely psychological sensibility. It strikes 
deep into the very metaphysical structure of things—expressing 
itself ultimately, as we have seen, in the antinomy of the finite 
and the infinite—of which both alternatives, if taken absolutely, 
are equally intolerable in the axiological sense.^ 


Ill 

Our argument thus far is as follows. We hold, and are 
attempting to show, that there is that in the notion of finality 
which is irrefutable. The irrefutable in the sphere of ultimate 
metaphysical conceptions is that which is unthinkable. But 
the unthinkable in the sphere of values—and in the relation 
of value to existence and reality—cannot be separated from 
the element of feeling. The unthinkable here shows itself 
necessarily, therefore, in the form of the intolerable, the 
axiologically intolerable. The intolerable in this sense is what¬ 
ever is in contradiction with the essentials of value as such. Our 
present task is, therefore, to seek to determine what these 
essentials are, to find out what a priori characters belong to 
value and valuation as such, quite irrespective of the empirical 
* See Ghaper VII, pp» 256-7. 
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content in our valuations. Only after this is done can we hope 
to distinguish the irrefutable element in finality from the 
changing forms which its very flexible character makes possible. 
The irrefutable in finality would then be that which cannot 
be denied without unintelligibility, in the sense in which we 
have been using the term. 

With this we enter upon one ot the most difficult, as it is 
one of the most unworked, regions of philosophic thought. We 
may take our start by first recalling briefly what we understand 
by the a priori in the sphere of “pure thought.” 

Now, the a priori in this sphere is that of which we cannot 
conceive the opposite. It is possible, for instance, to contemplate 
a world in which men never die, but not one in which two and 
two do not make four. “We feel that such a world, if there were 
one, would upset the whole fabric of our knowledge and reduce 
us to utter doubt.” How is it now in the world of values? Are 
there any propositions the contemplation of the opposite of 
which is impossible—that would destroy the very fabric of 
our knowledge? Certainly not any propositions about the 
future; certainly not even the situation which Wundt finds 
intolerable. It may be intolerable, but surely not abstractly 
inconceivable. Absolute physics with its dying world may, as 
Nietzsche says, be intolerable, but it is not inconceivable. 
Indeed, there is none of our actual empirical valuations— 
upon which any thought of the fate of values must be based, 
the opposite of which it is impossible abstractly to contemplate. 
A world, for instance, in which lying should be put above truth, 
ugliness preferred to beauty, a world in which it were said 
“Evil, be thou my good,” is not abstractly inconceivable. We 
can contemplate a world in which men never die, and perhaps 
equally one in which happiness is not better than unhappiness, 
or life better than death. There is no value the opposite of 
which cannot conceivably be affirmed, Transvaluation of 
values is conceivable indefinitely; and with this it follows that 
there is no fate of our empirical values which is not abstractly 
conceivable. 

This is the element of truth in all merely relativistic theories 
of value, and to this relativism the critic of teleology always 
may, and always does, appeal. Yet, recognizing this element 
of truth in relativism, there is still something a priori in all 

Y 
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valuation which the relativist overlooks, something here, also, 
the opposite of which cannot be contemplated. 

Value itself (there are few who may claim competence in 
this sphere who do not now see) is a logically primitive concept. 
If I argue that good or value is the desired, I need a premise to 
the effect that satisfaction of desire is a good. If I argue that 
good is that which ought to be desired, I need a premise to the 
effect that everything that is better than some other thing ought, 
therefore, to be desired before it, and conversely. If, however, I 
say that one thing is better than another because it is more 
highly developed, I must first assume that development is 
necessarily improvement—^that is, that there is always greater 
value in a thing in proportion to the degree of its development, 
and to do this I must already know what good or value is. 
In other words, all deduction of value from something else 
is an argument in a circle, as I have shown.* 

This, I repeat, is now generally understood, but what is not 
so clearly seen is that this logically primitive concept implies 
certain things the opposite of which cannot be conceived. For one 
thing, although we may, perhaps, conceive a world in which 
there are no values, yet, given any values at all, it lies in the 
nature of values as such that they must be related as higher 
and lower. Values may conceivably be transvalued,“perverted,” 
indefinitely, but any such transvaluation, however complete, 
leaves the value relation as such untouched. You find it possible 
to contemplate a world in which there are no values or in 
which values cease to be? But certainly not a world in which, 
if there are any values at all, they are not thus related. 

True, there seem to be immitigable scales of value which 
we violate at our peril. Granted the acknowledgment of such 
values we may certainly speak of a pervei'sion of values, as 
when Lord Alfred Douglas said of Oscar Wilde that “he 
perverted values, calling the physical spiritual and the spiritual 
physical.” But there is nothing abstractly inconceivable about 
such a “perverted scale.” He who says that the physical is 
the spiritual and the spiritueil is the physical is not enunciating 
a proposition that refutes itself. But the enunciator of the 
proposition refutes himself if he thereby intends to convey an 
intelligible meaning. For his communication must take place 
* Chapter IV, pp. 137 fF. 
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within a world in which the scale of values is already acknow¬ 
ledged. So long as a man remains a solipsist he can be refuted 
in the sphere of values as little as in any other sphere. Such 
immitigable scales of value there are, but they are not a priori 
in the sense we are using the term here.* 

This conception of a priori elements in value and valuation 
is so important for all that follows that we may with advantage 
develop the point somewhat further, especially in the way of 
making clearer our notion of the a priori as defined in an earlier 
section. 

The a priori we defined as “that which is true no matter 
what.” Whatever is a priori is necessary, but this necessity, 
while opposed to the contingent, is not opposed to the voluntary. 
It is that which is acknowledged and involves all the freedom 
of acknowledgment, but this freedom is only from external 
compulsion, not from those compulsions that arise out of the 
conditions of intelligible communication. 

That there are such a priori elements in all value and valua¬ 
tion seems beyond question. One may admit the relative and 
contingent character of all values, and yet there are essentials 
or principles of value that are true, no matter what. Any 
transvaluation of values, however complete, still leaves the 
principle of an order of value untouched. The Chinese order 
in the rescuing of the shipwrecked is, it is said, the exact 
opposite of ours. Whereas custom demands of us the rescue, 

* An interesting and suggestive parallel between the physical and the moral 
world is drawn by Aldous Huxley in Tfwse Barren Leaves^ p. 377. “In the physical 
world,** he writes, “you call the Unknowable the Four-dimensional Continuum. 
The continuum is the same for all observers; but when they want to draw a 
picture of it for themselves they select different axes for their graphs, according 
to their different motions—and according to their different minds and physical 
limitations. Human beings have selected three-dimensional space and time as 
their axes. Their minds, their bodies, and the earth on which they live being 
what they are, human beings could not have done otherwise. And when we 
want to draw a picture of that other reality in which we live—is it different, 
or is it somehow incomprehensibly the same?—we choose, unescapably we 
cannot fail to choose, those axes of reference we call good and evil; the laws 
of our being make it necessary to see things under the aspects of good and evil. 
The reality remains the same; but the axes vary with the mental position, so to 
speak. . . . But the axes chosen by the best observers have always been startlingly 
like one another; Gotama, Jesus, and Lao-tsze, for example. They lived sufficiently 
far from one another in space, time, and social position. But their pictures of reality 
resemble one another very closely. The nearer a man approaches these in 
penetration, the more nearly will his axes of reference approach to theirs.*’ 
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first of the children, then of the women, and finally of the men, 
another conception of “importance” calls for the reversed 
order in the case of the Chinese. But the conception of a neces¬ 
sary order of value is equally present in both cases. In other 
words, this necessary element in value and valuation remains 
true, “no matter what” the variations in empirical valuation. 

We have said: Given any values at all, it lies in the nature 
of values as such that they must be related as higher and lower. 
But is it not possible to think the world without value at all? 
As a matter of fact, we can contemplate the complete absence 
of value as little as we can contemplate the absence of being, 
that is, if we assume a world at all. This is, to be sure, a state¬ 
ment that will be questioned by many, but only, I think, 
because the statement is really not understood. Things do not, 
indeed, have to be good and beautiful in order to exist in the 
narrow and abstract sense of the word “exist” employed by 
science, but things do have to be in relations of value, as 
well as in other types of relations, in order to be things in the 
full sense of our experiencing them as things.* But the insepara¬ 
bility of value and reality has been repeatedly argued through¬ 
out this book and need not be gone into here. For my own 
part, I believe that any object qua object must fall some¬ 
where in the scale of positive and negative value with the 
same kind of necessity that an object must be existent or non¬ 
existent. For our present purpose it is not necessary to insist 
upon this. It is enough to affirm that, given any value at all, 
it must, in order to be a value, be related to other values in 
the relations of more or less. If you affirm any value at all 
you must affirm a scale or system of values. An isolated value 
is a contradiction in terms. In other words, if one does not 
affirm merely dogmatically a value, this value is alone possible 
in that it goes back to a scale of values. A value is never a 
brute fact, and a brute fact is never a value. 


IV 

In all this we mtty seem to have strayed from our main 
topic, namely, the analysis of finality, the determination of the 
• Chapter IV, pp. 157-8. 
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irrefutable element in it, and the notion of the axiologically 
intolerable with which it is connected. As a matter of fact, it is 
only by doing precisely what we have done, only by seeking 
to understand the essential characteristics of value as such— 
to which finality, if it is to be valid, must be carried back— 
that we can hope to understand what is irrefutable in the notion. 

Thus far in our argument we have merely developed two 
essential characteristics of value as such, namely, first, that 
value is a logically primitive concept like being and is applicable 
to all objects with the same necessity that an object is said to 
be existent or non-existent; and secondly, that given any values 
at all, they must fall into the relations of more and less, in a 
scale of positive and' negative values. These essentials are, 
moreover, a priori in the sense that we really cannot contemplate 
the opposite, and in the still more important sense that if we 
do affirm the opposite, no intelligible communication of our 
values is possible- In all this, it is true, no element of purpose 
has as yet entered into our dialectical analysis, no connection 
between relations of value and the relations of means to ends 
has yet been made clear. But it is already evident at what point 
the notion of finality must enter in. Value is inseparable from 
reality, and it seems probable, therefore, that if there are pro¬ 
positions about value that are true no matter what, there are 
also similar propositions about the relations of value to reality. 
Our problem, now, is to determine whether there are such 
propositions and what their character is. Are there any such 
propositions about values when they become ends or purposes 
and about the realization of these values in time? Are there 
any elements in finality that are irrefutable? 

This is evidently the turning-point in our argument. It is 
also clear that the key to the problem lies in the fact that, as 
we have already seen, purpose is the time-form of value, and 
that as soon as a value becomes thus a purpose, it thereby 
enters into relations to existence. In the first place, so soon as 
objects are valued and become the objects of volition, by that 
very fact they necessarily enter into the relations of means to 
ends. Time becomes part of the nature of any value and the 
mutual externality of the moments of time—which is of its 
very essence so far as volition is concerned—creates necessarily 
the relations of means to ends. Otherwise expressed, when once 
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objects are detached from their immediate objectivity by 
valuation and volition, and enter into that “free existence” 
which makes them purposes, not only do they necessarily 
become related as means to ends, but this relation of means 
to ends is the necessary time-form of the relation of higher and 
lower, inherent in the nature of value as such. 

In the second place, when an object enters into that form 
of existence which we call a purpose, immediately a certain 
relation of value to existence is established. The innermost 
essence of time is the inalienable difference between what is 
and what ought to be. If there were not this duality between 
value and existence there would be no volition. On the other 
hand, if there were not some necessary relations between the 
value and its realization in time—between value and existence 
—there would also be no volition, at least, no intelligible 
valuation and volition. In the light of this analysis we may 
state our present problem in this way: Is there anything that 
we may say a priori about valuation and the element of finality 
it implies? Are there any propositions about the relation of 
values to volition, and about the fate of these willed values in 
time, that may be said to be irrefutable? I believe that there 
are such propositions and I shall describe them as the necessary 
conditions of intelligible valuation and volition. 

It is rather generally recognized that there is an a priori 
aspect to valuation. That the better ought to be chosen rather 
than the worse, the greater value rather than the less, seems 
to be self-evident. This principle of “the maximization of 
value” is said to be the one absolutely evident moral law and, 
therefore, in the terms of Brentano, the natural and ultimate 
sanction of morality. It is something the opposite of which 
it is impossible to contemplate. The recognition or acknow¬ 
ledgment of value is already the beginning of willing it, the 
acknowledgment of degree of value is already the beginning of 
the choosing of the greater rather than the lesser good. It is 
impossible to conceive our will as willing otherwise. In other 
words, the form, or the essential characteristics of value as 
such, is so related to will that if we will at all we must will 
according to it. 

This principle of the maximization of value is intrinsically 
intelligible. We may also say, as we have in another connection, 
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that the only thing that is intrinsically intelligible is a will 
oriented towards the good. But with the entrance of will and 
the element of time, values immediately become ends, degrees 
of value relate themselves both as proximate and as more 
remote ends and as means to ends. Thus the principle of 
maximization of value becomes necessarily the principle of 
the summum bomm. The human and finite analogy of means 
to ends becomes the necessary temporal form of the essentials 
of value, and is a priori in the sense that without it there is no 
intelligible valuation and volition. 

This is one side of the argument. If we will at all we must, 
as we have seen, will according to the essentials of value. 
Only volition of this sort is intelligible volition. This is, so to 
speak, the “demand that reality makes on us.” But is there no 
corresponding demand that we may make on reality! Undoubtedly 
there is —if reality, including our own valuation and volition 
(which is a part of it), is to be intelligible. I mean by this to 
say that, if the principles of degree and of maximization of 
value, with its idea of a summum bonum and of an imperishable 
goal, lie in the nature of value as such; and if, further, it is 
true that if we will at all, we must of necessity will according 
to these principles, then a world in which the opposite of these 
principles were true, in which there were no finality in the 
sense of an increasing purpose, no finality in the sense of an 
imperishable goal, would be an intolerable world, and to this 
extent wholly unintelligible. 

This is, I repeat, the irrefutable element in finality. If we 
acknowledge values at all, we must acknowledge, also, these 
implications of value and valuation. Finality in this sense is 
the necessary condition orintelligible valuation. But, what is 
even more important than this, the truth of these propositions 
is the necessary condition of the communication of the meaning 
and value of things, and is, therefore, part of the form of any 
intelligible world. But I would not be misunderstood here. 

I do not for one moment say that a world in which there were 
no finality, no increasing purpose, and no imperishable goal, 
is abstractly inconceivable. It can be conceived readily enough. 
All that I have said is that it is intolerable and that with this 
intolerability is connected an unintelligibility of a peculiarly 
impressive kind. There are, to be sure, as we pointed out. 
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propositions about value as such, the opposite of which cannot 
be conceived without destroying the very fabric of value and 
valuation, but these apply, so to speak, only to the form and 
not to the content of valuation. No propositions about value 
and existence can have this character, but they may be irrefut¬ 
able in the sense that their denial makes all valuation meaning¬ 
less—and all volition ultimately futile. 

It is now necessary to see just what this argument is worth. 
This entire line of thinking, it may be said, is nothing more than 
a presentation in different terms of Kant’s doctrine of the 
Practical Reason. In a broad sense this is, perhaps, true. But 
there is a difference of such importance that to ignore it would 
be to miss the entire point of the argument. It is found in the 
contrast of knowledge with faith. The confidence expressed 
by Wundt, for instance, in the implications of intelligible 
purpose, “is born,” he says, “not of knowledge, but of faith 
based on the dialectical analysis of the concept of the moral 
end.” We should say that this confidence is based on knowledge. 
The task of the philosopher at this point is that of making 
transparent, as it were, the structure, the a priori structure if 
you will, of value and being in their necessary relations. We 
have carried the dialectical analysis of which Wundt speaks 
further back—back to the essentials of value and valuation 
as such. Surely this is knowledge in any but the narrowest 
sense of that term, and the significance of this analysis is not 
adequately expressed in terms of mere faith or of the merely 
practical reason. 

The purely practical character of the category of purpose 
and finality is the contention of all those philosophies that would 
either exclude it, or, if it cannot be altogether exorcized, so 
transform it as to make it innocuous; and for this they seem to 
be able to appeal to Kant’s authority. Now, the practical and 
human character of the category need not be denied. But it is 
our contention that it is much more than this. It is axiological 
and, to that extent, metaphysical. As the axiologically intolerable 
is the unintelligible and ultimately the metaphysically impos¬ 
sible, so the axiologically a priori is the metaphysically necessary. 

It was one of Kant’s most serious limitations that while he 
recognized that the knowledge of nature, in our terms its 
intelligibility, is conditioned, by certain forms immanent in 
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mind, to the equally necessary forms of the interpretation of 
life and the world, he allowed merely the character of practical 
postulates and regulative ideas. It escaped him entirely that 
reality, as we live it and know it, is likewise our reality only 
as the stuff of experience is formed by the categories of value. 
We orient ourselves in the world by relations of over and under, 
right and left, more and less, etc., but not less necessarily by the 
relations of higher and lower, better and worse. Non-temporal 
and non-empirical forms of value are also the a priori of an 
intelligible world. 

It is impossible to insist upon this point too strongly. Kant’s 
fatal distinction between the practical and theoretical reason— 
and his no less fatal vacillation between knowledge and faith 
in his characterization of the status of the “postulates” of value— 
is the source of much of the sophistication and sophistry of 
modern thought. As a necessary stage in thought it was in¬ 
evitable. After the extrusion of all values from the objective 
world—which seemed to Kant to be the necessary consequence 
of the assumptions of science—it was possible to restore their 
objectivity only by a line of reasoning such as that with which 
he has made us familiar. But that was only the beginning, and 
the position in which Kant left the whole problem of value— 
including that of teleology—was one from which thought is 
only with difficulty finally emerging. 


V 

The preceding discussion has been concerned wholly with 
the element in finality that is irrefutable, with the attempt to 
discover those essentials of value to which all teleology, if it 
is to be valid, must be carried back. These essentials include, 
on the one hand, certain a priori elements which belong to the 
notion of value as such, and on the other hand, certain neces¬ 
sities which arise out of the fact that to separate value from 
reality is contradictory. Now, it does not follow, of course, that 
because there is that in the notion that is irrefutable, any 
given formulation of it is equally irrefutable. It is one thing 
to show that some notion of finality is necessary to intelligible 
communication and interpretation; it is quite another thing 
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to show that any specific form is itself intelligible. Otherwise 
expressed, the notion of teleology, or final causes, cannot be 
extruded, but many doctrines of teleology have been found 
untenable. Modern thought has been continually engaged in 
the attempt to find substitutes for traditional notions of finality, 
and in the most modern thinking a point has been reached at 
which the new concepts bear little resemblance to the old. 
The heights of paradox to which the modern mind has been 
driven in its attempts to find such substitutes have already 
been indicated and will be developed more fully in the sequel. 
Our task is now to determine the conditions of an intelligible 
concept of finality. 

The natural metaphysic of the human mind is always some 
form of teleology. So is also, for that matter, any natural science. 
The necessary retention of the concept of purpose and utility 
in biology, even if in a merely heuristic capacity, means that 
an intelligible description is impossible without it, and if it is 
necessary for description, we may be well assured that it is 
necessary, in some form, for an intelligible concept of nature. 
But we need not stress that point here: enough that finality 
is part of the natural metaphysic of the human mind. 

The classical form of this natural metaphysic first developed 
in the lucidity of Greek thought and is chiefly associated with 
the name of Aristotle. It is at bottom nothing but an embodi¬ 
ment, to a degree unconsciously of course, of the essentials 
of value that we have been analysing. An intelligible nature 
was for Aristotle a Wertzusammenhang^ and in developing that 
system the a priori elements of value were determinative. 

In developing his conception of an intelligible nature, 
Aristotle worked with two different concepts of purpose, 
apparently without feeling any contradiction in them. On the 
one hand, he regarded individual things as self-realizing; and, 
on the other hand, he looked upon them as realized in other 
things. He did not expressly formulate these two different 
concepts, but he continually applied them in practice. The 
first conception of purpose he got from the development of 
organisms, the second from the world of human practice, 
more particularly from that kind of development which takes 
place when an artist purposely moulds plastic material. This 
seemingly unimportant difference was really fundamental. 
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For, if it is not wholly true that it is “the difference between 
Aristotle as he meant to be, Aristotle as the critic of Plato’s 
dualism, and Aristotle who reverts to Plato’s teachings,’’ it is, 
at least, the difference between internal and external finality 
which was to become so important in later thought. 

Aristotle’s conception of external finality preponderates over 
his “original’’ conception of development and purpose. His 
view contains, indeed, as Hegel says, the inner finality and, 
therefore, “stands infinitely high above the later concepts of 
teleology’’ which only contemplated the ^'endliche aiissere 
Zweckmdssigkeif '; but still the external predominates over the 
internal. And as in Aristotle, so in the long history of human 
thought as dominated by Aristotle’s concepts. Aristotle does 
regard the individual things as self-contained and self-realizing, 
as “developing the perfection natural to each,’’ but he also 
regards them as not self-contained. And when so regarded, 
as relative to each other, he has a different conception of the 
world. The world is still a developing world, but the essence 
that unfolds itself is not wholly in the phenomena. It is a goal 
for which the phenomena strive, the fulfilment of an ultimate 
purpose. Individual things are in a scale of values relative to 
some transcendent standard or end. 

It is not difficult to see why both of these conceptions 
appeared in the first formulations of teleology. Aristotle was, 
in fact, but giving expression to the two fundamental prin¬ 
ciples of value we have been examining. The first, the principle 
of universality of value, when translated into the terms of 
development or purpose, generates the idea of an intrinsic 
end of each individual. The principle of degree of value, on 
the other hand, when translated into these terms, generates 
the relation of means to ends, the “practical” expression of the 
principle of subordination or scale. But it is also not difficult 
to see why the external or transcendental concept should have 
triumphed over the internal in Aristotle’s thinking. The dia¬ 
lectical analysis of the moral end and of the practical concept 
of the good shows that every given end is proximate, not 
ultimate, and thus the means to the summum bonum, to the 
imperishable goal. 

Both of these motives have been present from the beginning 
of philosophical thought and have given rise to a continuous 
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conflict, not only in the concept of teleology itself but, as we 
shall see later, in the entire concept of philosophical system. 
In this long conflict the principle of immanent finality ulti¬ 
mately triumphed, only to be driven out, in many quarters 
at least, by the still more modern concepts of creative accumu¬ 
lation in which scarcely any vestige of finality remains. Thus 
our ultimate task is the achievement of an intelligible concept 
of finality. Such a concept is impossible, I believe, without the 
external or transcendental element. Our first task, however, 
is an examination of this debate between external and internal 
finality and of the processes of thought by which the modernistic 
transformations of finality have come about. 

It is ordinarily supposed that the modem depreciation of 
the category of purpose has been due largely, if not wholly, 
to the long critique exercised by science and logic upon our 
natural anthropomorphism which reads the practical concepts 
of means and ends into non-human nature—a critique that has 
ended in the complete extrusion of external finality from nature. 
This is, however, but one of the causes of this depreciation. 
It is, indeed, argued that the category of means and ends is a 
practical category, made primarily to serve the purposes of 
life, but that when made theoretical and applied outside the 
human context, it develops contradictions and paradoxes, 
which show that it must be abandoned or transmuted into 
something else. To these logical aspects of the question we 
shall presently turn, but for the moment we must consider a 
still more fundamental and subtle source of this depreciation 
which has become most influential in modern thought, namely, 
a depreciation of purpose and finality in life itself The category of 
means and ends is a practical category, made primarily for 
the context of human life. But even here, it is said, its service 
is of doubtful character. It represents, rather, an external logic 
that falsifies life. 

It is of the utmost importance that this phase of the question 
should be understood first. All the modem Lebensphilosopkien 
depreciate the category of means to ends. Even here, in life 
itself, an intelligible finality of human activity is, we are told, 
not external, but transcends the relation of means to ends. A 
fortiori, an intelligible concept of finality in nature must 
transcend these conceptions. The real driving force of the 
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modem revolt against finality is this a fortiori argument. It 
is necessary, therefore, to examine its premises with some 
care. 

Finality, in the sense of external purpose, arises in human 
life and activity; but even here, it is said, it is full of paradoxes 
and contradictions. It tends to go over into something it is not. 
Life tends to negate and to transcend this very form in which life 
alone can “carry on.” 

Teleology, as the time-form of value, involves the relation 
of less remote and more remote ends, culminating in an ulti¬ 
mate end which has supreme value. But innumerable times we 
are compelled to act as though the immediate end, however 
momentary “means” it may be, were the ultimate, as though 
our entire salvation hung upon it. If we did not concentrate 
our entire valuation upon the next step of the teleological 
ladder, we should have neither the courage nor the power to 
act. If we were to give it only so much interest as belonged to 
it in view of its relation to more remote ends, all our energy 
would be dissipated. Closely allied to this is the transference 
of valuation from ends to means. Omnipresent in human action, 
like the concentration of valuation on immediate ends, it 
seems to be the condition of effective activity. Knowledge, art, 
morals, industry for their own sake—in such valuations pur¬ 
posive activity often finds its highest form. The soul has, indeed, 
its scruples against these “abstractions from life,” as in the 
protest against art for art’s sake, but the will overcomes these 
scruples and gives absolute value to that which is but relative. 
And who will say that these very things which seem to destroy 
teleology do not often becomje its sublimest forms? 

Still another paradox is exploited by those who would 
depreciate the category of external finality. We set ourselves 
ends or goals—man is das Z^ecksetzende Wesen —but the ends 
we reach are not the ends we set ourselves. The pursuit of 
ends begets new ends not included in them, so that the idea 
of the consummation of the end, seemingly impUed in the 
external finality, is an illusion. This contradiction in our 
purposive activity, first recognized definitely by Hegel, was 
later formulated as the principle of “the heterogeneity of ends.” 
If there is this contradiction in our purposive activity must 
we not, so it is argued, transform the conception itself into 
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something other than itself, into “creative accumulation” or 
into “totality”? 

From all these facts the inference is drawn that life tran¬ 
scends the category of purpose, of means and ends. Mankind 
itself has reached a stage of existence which is above purposes 
and ends. “Man is man only when he plays,” said Schiller, 
and the modem mood generalizes this to the effect that man 
is man only when he turns his back on that character of end¬ 
making which has hitherto been held to be his peculiarly human 
quality. It has even been said that “it is his peculiar value as 
a man that he acts purposelessly.” 

To the unsophisticated mind all this sounds paradoxical in 
the extreme and in the last analysis unintelligible—as, in truth, 
it really is. But it is necessary to get to the bottom of this 
modern mood; for not only is it the source of all the modern 
reaction against finality in life and art, but it is also, as we have 
said, the real driving force of all those modern reconstructions 
of teleology to which we shall presently turn. “There is no 
goal,” cries D. H. Lawrence. “I loathe goals more than any 
other impertinence. Gaols they are. Bah—jails and jailers. Goals 
and Gaolers.”* Childish and frivolous as this may sound, it 
is but an extreme expression of a more or less general position, 
not without its element of truth. It is necessary to separate 
the truth from the falsity. 

It is the dualism of means and ends that is chiefly attacked 
in this aspect of modernism. Single moments in life ought not, 
it is said, to be merely means to other moments, past and present 
merely means to the future. The child is not simply the man 
in the making; childhood is an independent age with its 
special tasks and its appropriate value. Every period of life, 
every part of the course of time, should be thus understood. 
This dualism, “the most mischievous of all dualisms,” in 
Hoffding’s words, distorts and mutilates life. This mutilation 
of life follows from the distortion of reeility involved. Any 
external purpose, any in any wise distant goal, so we are told, 
appears as a fixed point, discontinuous and different from the 
present. On the other hand, the distinguishing character of 
life, ofimmediate living, is continuity—feeling, and thinking into 
the future. A purpose, a goal, allows the constant life-movement 
> Aaron*s Rod, 
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to coagulate, so to speak, about a fixed point—a necessity in 
a sense to be sure, but a necessity only of intellect and practice. 
It tears a piece of the unbroken temporal life and draws it to 
itself, thus creating a chasm on the two banks of which are the 
two points of the present and of the future in substantial fixity. 
Expression of the truth of life requires, therefore, the tran¬ 
scendence of the category of purpose. 

Such an argument is, to be sure, not without a certain 
plausibility. The concept of external purpose does introduce 
a certain fixity, a certain substance, into life, but without this 
substantiality which purpose gives it, would life have any 
communicable meaning? The “dogmatism” of ultimate ends 
may become mischievous, but can there be without it any 
intelligible expression of life? The unbroken temporal life, of 
which we speak so eloquently, is really an unlivable life and an 
inexpressible life. It is true that we may live from day to day, 
“from hand to mouth,” so to speak, but that is not living in 
any but the most narrow biological sense. In order to live 
significantly we must make ourselves goals, we must break 
up the life movement with our concepts, for only so can we 
give any substance to our life. It is true that the ends we 
achieve are not the ends we set ourselves, but the substance of 
all achievement consists in establishing continuity between 
them. It is not true that the expression of the truth of life 
requires the transcendence of the category of external purpose. 
In human life, at least, finality is in some sense external or it is 
nothing.' 


* As I have been rewriting this chapter, I have come upon a typical statement 
of this modernist position which 'illustrates rather perfectly the distinction I 
have been making throughout between linguistic and real intelligibility. In a 
paper entitled “Emerging American Philosophy,” Mr. E. C. Lendeman writes 
thus: “Emphasis will be placed upon means, not ends” (in this new American 
philosophy). “End-gaining” will come to be seen as an inhibition to the dis¬ 
covery and invention of appropriate means. “The dogmatism of ultimate ends 
and static principles will be replaced by a fluid and evolutionary concept of 
means—means that create their ends. Only through this process can the modern 
world rid itself of stifling and fictitious allegiance to collectivities. Institutions 
such as Church and State will be viewed not as ultimate objects of loyalty, but 
as evolving means for individual fulfilment. . . .” “And if we should become 
courageous enough to live by the new philosophy, we would no longer be baffled 
into pessimism by unattainable ends: we could take possession of the only 
optimism true to our legitimate aspirations-^namely, the optimism of a richly 
potential life in a world of unlimited means. Conflict itself, the necessary corollary 
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The task of this chapter is to show that teleology, finality, 
purpose, are part of an intelligible world and, properly under¬ 
stood, an a priori part. We are attempting to show, also, that the 
traditional concept of external finality is the only intelligible 
concept. Thus far we have shown it to be so only for life—^for 
the human context. We must now attempt to show that the 
same conditions hold in the application of finality to nature. 

As there is no intelligible human life without purpose, so 
there is no intelligible world without it. As we have seen in an 
earlier connection, the principle of necessary spaces and neces¬ 
sary times is involved in all descriptions and explanations of 
nature. But the element of necessity of these spaces and times 
arises from, and is intelligible only in the light of, ends and 
values to be realized in the process. The “beneficent” pro¬ 
cesses of segregation and isolation of which the geologist and 
biologist speak must be assumed if the meaning of space and 
time is to be understood.' This can be seen in the principle of 
classification in biology. If the idea of fixed species is abandoned, 
the only principle of classification possible is a teleological 
one. Teleology is thus the condition of an intelligible nature, 
but there seem to be also certain conditions necessary to the 
intelligible use of the concept of teleology. 

These conditions are, to be sure, but a special application 
of the conditions of philosophical intelligibility in general. 

of adjustment, might come to be seen as a cumulative and creative opportunity” 
{The New Republic, November 19, 1924). 

What, we may well ask, is, and can be, meant by these words? In a sense we 
know what the writer means by them, although even as writing they have that 
impressionistic quality so annoying in much of present-day popular philosophy. 
But when we seek to give them real intelligibility—the whole thing falls apart 
in our hands. There is, to be sure, one interpretation of them which is intelligible. 
If it is meant that no finite end is final, that every end is proximate, not ultimate, 
and thus the means to the attainment of an imperishable goal, then it is under¬ 
standable and true, but there is nothing new about it. It is essentially what 
traditional philosophy has said from Aristotle to Hegel. If, on the other hand, it 
means, as it seems to mean, that there is no goal to give meaning to the means, 
we have simple nonsense. I know nothing of the optimism which the courage 
to live by such a philosophy gives, for I have not experienced the pessimism of 
a dbillusioned pragmatism of which it is the outcome. But I do know that this 
life so conceived is unintelligible, and I have never been able to associate optimism 
with unintelligibility. 

> Chapter VII, pp. 241 ff. 
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As we have seen in earlier chapters, intelligible communi¬ 
cation-including description, explanation, and interpretation 
—^involves necessarily the retention of the meaning of the 
things to be described, explained, or interpreted. It involves 
also the retention of the meaning of the categories in terms 
of which the things are described, explained, or interpreted. 
Otherwise we are using empty words, and really intelligible 
communication becomes ultimately impossible. We have seen 
how these principles apply to other elements in the form of 
philosophical intelligibility; let us now see how they apply to 
teleology. 

In the first place, the end or telos must be an ethical end or 
value—ethical, at least, in the sense that it can be understood 
by the human intelligence and will. For it is perfectly clear 
that there is no use in using the concept of telos unless that 
telos or end can be appreciated. This is simply another way of 
saying that instrumental intelligibility must touch intrinsic 
intelligibility at some point; but there is nothing intrinsically 
intelligible except movement towards the good. 

The second condition of an intelligible concept of teleology 
seems to be that the value that is thus appreciated and acknow¬ 
ledged must be conceived as the cause of the existence of some¬ 
thing—that is, that the values are effective in reality. The cause 
must, moreover, be effective by reason of its value. Finally, 
any such cause must be the cause of effects that resemble it 
in some sense and some degree^—that is, a “heterogeneity of 
ends” in which the result bore no such relation to the purpose 
would not be teleology in any intelligible sense. 

This is the natural, and also the classical, conception ot 
finality. If it be anthropomorphism, as it surely is in a sense, 
the critic may be invited to make the most of it. It is clever to 
say, when, for instance, the amoeba is spoken of as a stage 
in the development of “higher” species, that the amoeba’s 
opinion has never been ascertained, but it is clever nonsense. 
Acknowledgment on the part of the amoeba of any ends or 
values in terms of which his life is interpreted, or his place in 
the scale of being is determined, is npt asked for. For he does 
not live in a universe of discourse in which such ends or values 
have any meaning. 

This is, I repeat, the natural and classical concept of teleology. 

z 
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The inevitable element of external or transcendental finality is 
obvious; it is, in fact, implied by each of the three conditions 
of an intelligible teleology. Finality is, as Bergson has said, 
either external or it is nothing at all. The idea of a finality that is 
always internal is a self-destructive notion. Yet this element 
of externality has, as we have said, gradually given place, first 
to a purely internal finality, and ultimately to substitutes for 
finality that retain no vestige of its original meaning. 

In this transformation various motives have, as I said, 
played their part. Criticism of untenable forms of the design 
argument, the triumph of the mechanical analogy in human 
thought, logical criticism of the concept itself from the stand¬ 
point of atomistic and monistic logic, have all contributed, but 
the deepest source of the change is precisely that depreciation 
of the category of means to ends in human activity itself to 
which we have already given our thought. Finality in human 
life and action, that is wholly internal, we have already found 
to be a self-destructive notion. It is no less so, we shall find, 
in the sphere of nature and history. But let us examine the 
stages by which this transformation has taken place. 

The transformation from external to a purely internal 
finality has involved an important change in every one of the 
elements of the classical conception. Since Kant the word 
“teleology” has constantly been connected with a theory in 
which the word “end” seems to be used in a much looser 
sense. In the classical conception the end was always a value 
that could be apprehended and appreciated by human in¬ 
telligence. Internal finality in its pure form is but the polite 
denial of any such apprehension and appreciation. 

In the classical conception end and means were distinguished, 
in that means denoted anything that was efficient cause of the 
existence of something resembling or approximating to the 
end, and which was supposed to be produced by the final 
causation of the end. In the modem theory there is little attempt 
to distinguish in what sense, if any, the end is the cause of the 
means. At the same time it is maintained that the end has to 
the means a closer relation than the mere fact that it is an 
effect of the latter. This closer relation finds its typical expres¬ 
sion in livii^ bodies where, it is said, all the parts are but means 
and ends to each other, and also all means to the whole. 
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And any whole in which the parts are said to bear this relation 
to each other is called a teleological unity. This, again, is but 
a polite way of denying the second element of the traditional 
conception. For the relation of means to ends, it is apparent, 
has been transformed into one of mutual dependence, and the 
clement of end or value, without which wc can scarcely speak 
intelligibly of teleology, seems to be taken b) the whole, which 
is formed by the two things having this relation; this whole 
being assumed to be better than, to have moie meaning and 
value than, either separately. 

In the classical conception, finally, any final cause must be 
the cause of effects that resemble it in some sense and in some 
degree, and in an intelligible teleology such continuity must 
be capable of being appreciated and acknowledged. In the 
more modern conception this necessity is denied. The doctrine 
of the heterogeneity of ends, taken in its full significance, is again 
but a polite way of denying the third element in the traditional 
conception. Nowhere, perhaps, in modern thought is the use 
of “weasel words” so shameless as in this conception of finality 
which includes the idea of a realization which is wholly other 
than the end. 

Such is, then, the transformation of finality from external 
to internal finality, and the corresponding metamorphosis of 
the idea of end into that of adaptation, or of the relation of the 
part to the whole. It will be readily seen that in this trans¬ 
formation various motives have been at work, motives logical 
and axiological. Of the latter we have spoken in another 
connection. It is rather with the logical aspect that we are here 
concerned. The essential contention underlying this entire 
transformation is that the human analogy of means and ends has 
only practical significance—that, taken in a theoretical sense, 
it develops logical difficulties and contradictions; and finally, 
and most important of all, the relation of means to ends has 
in it something irrelevant to logical system, and must be 
abandoned in favour of more ultimate logical relations. It is 
this latter contention that I wish chiefly to contest. 

Now, this shrinkage from external to internal finality does, 
indeed, “save it,” as Bergson says, “from many logical blows.” 
But in its effort to avoid these blows it has lost a good deal 
of its self-respect and almost all its force. It seems to form a 
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tenable theory of finality; but, as the theory is developed and its 
implications seen, it turns out to be a finality that is no finality 
at all. 

Some of these implications are immediately apparent. If 
every individual is a teleological unity, is its own end—if 
teleology consists wholly in the development of the perfection 
natural to a thing—then every thing becomes an end, while 
nothing is means. The amoeba, even the louse and the pebble, 
become ends in themselves; and when everything is equally a 
value, the very distinctions of value on which teleology is 
based tend to disappear. Finality that is confined to a single 
organism is no finality. If there is finality in the world it 
includes the whole of the world in an indivisible embrace. 
Again, on such a purely immanental view of finality the mean¬ 
ing and value of the process of development must lie wholly 
in the process and not in the end, in the becoming and not in 
that which becomes. This notion, which we found to be one 
of the paradoxes of pure dynamism, ^ is, however, equally 
involved in purely immanental finality. 

The doctrine of immanental finality we are here criticizing 
has been developed by those philosophies which we have 
characterized as modernistic, but there are other doctrines of 
immanence which likewise counsel the complete abandonment 
of the finite analogy of means to ends, although for different 
reasons. I refer to certain modern forms of idealism, of which 
that of Bosanquet is for our purpose the best expression. 
Bosanquet’s argument is of special importance because his trans¬ 
formation is based explicitly on the ‘‘essentials of value’’; the 
assumption being that the principle of totality and the prin¬ 
ciple of value are identical, and that therefore teleology must 
be equated with the relation of part to whole.* 

This attempt at a transformation of traditional finality 
demands a more careful examination than it has as yet received. 
Like the others, it also abandons the whole finite analogy of 
means to ends, the coincidence of terminus and end, all the 
“prejudices” connected with the practical character of the 
concept of purpose. But, unlike the other forms, it proposes 

> See Chapter IX, pp. 316 ff. 

* B. Bosanquet, “A Symposium on Purpose and Mechanism,** Proceedings of 
the Aristoteleem Society, iQii-igia. 
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specifically “to fall back on the characteristics of value, which, 
apart from sequence in time and selected purposes, attach to 
the nature of reality, which is perfection.” 

Of the difficulties of this substitution of the whole for the 
end Bosanquet is, of course, not unaware. To abandon all the 
psychological, ethical, and temporal elements in the concept 
of purpose and keep any intelligible meaning is, it is admitted, 
“no light task.” To separate perfec tion from value, and value 
from satisfaction, and satisfaction from conation, Bosanquet 
admits, is not easy. And anyone who has realized the difficulty 
of expressing value without its time-form, the future, will 
understand why it is not easy. The answer to the difficulty 
lies, he thinks, in the fact that the essential nature of value 
“lies deeper” than this: that “it is not conferred by de facto 
satisfying conation, but is satisfactoriness rather than satis¬ 
faction. It lies in the character of completeness and positive 
non-contradiction, which gives the power of satisfying conation 
because it belongs to what unites all reality in itself.” 

The idea of finality is, as we have said, very flexible. Here 
again its flexibility has been exploited to the utmost. How 
far, we may well ask, is this transformation of finality successful? 
Much of the line of thought we may admit without hesitation. 
The subordination of the concept of purpose to that of value 
and the objective character of value may be welcomed as a 
sine qua non of a valid interpretation of finality. But it is pre¬ 
cisely at this point that the real problem arises. It is the 
assumption that the essentials of value can be reduced to 
logical relations that we must question. That they cannot, has 
been the contention of this whole book. The relations of logic 
to language, and to the natural metaphysic which expresses itself 
in language, are such as to negate this assumption. Logic is 
reflected thought, but it cannot negate the spontaneous. As the 
critique of the ontological logics of the concepts of intelligible 
substance and intelligible causation lead to unintelligibility, 
so a like critique of traditional finality leads to similar results. 
As applied to this latter problem the situation is entirely clear. 
The essential nature of value, as we have come to under¬ 
stand it, includes the a priori forms of value which are con¬ 
stitutive of reality as well as forms of thought. The finite 
analogy of means to ends is bound up with these forms. In 
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abandoning this analogy with its implication of external 
finality we abandon also the essentials of value, to which 
any teleology, if it is to be found intelligible, must be carried 
back. 

A wholly internal doctrine of finality cannot be carried out. Finality 
is external or it is nothing. The doctrine of immanental ends is in 
truth a very dangerous principle. We may, indeed, use the 
expression in a negative way to protect our thought against 
an easy and limitless transcendence, both in human life and 
in nature. But we may not use it to undermine all teleology, 
which it really does. The concept of purpose implies a value 
scale or system. The individual is always one among many 
and always subordinated to a higher. Ends are immanent so 
long as we remain wholly within experience, but any attempt 
to make these ends intelligible implies transcendence. Otherwise 
expressed, there is a certain indispensable minimum to any 
intelligible concept of finality. In this minimum must be 
included the four conditions or elements of traditional con¬ 
ception which we have been examining. The end, or telos, 
must be humanly appreciable as a value, it must be conceived 
as a vera causa, and a cause, moreover, precisely by reason of 
its value; and, lastly, it must be the cause of effects that resemble 
it in some sense and in some degree. Not the least of these 
conditions is the final one—^which implies that there must be 
consummation of the end if there is to be any intelligible 
finality. With this we are brought to the question of Destiny. 


VII 

For traditional philosophy, as I have said, there has been 
in the main one and only one way of making the world intel¬ 
ligible. An essential part of the Form of Intelligibility has been 
the idea of destiny. Without the ideas of the “one increasing 
purpose” and of an imperishable goal—^yes, even the ideas of a 
climax of being and of a last judgment—it has been impossible 
to make any teleology intelligible. Now, modernism does not 
abandon the concept of destiny altogether; since it is an 
intrinsic part of the notion of finality or teleology, the idea of 
destiny can no more be exorcized from our thinking than 
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finality itself can be refuted. But with the modern trans¬ 
formations of our notion of finality have come necessarily 
significant changes in the idea of destiny. With the abandon¬ 
ment of the traditional notion of a “climax of being,” of the 
“illusion of finality ” in the sense of any coincidence of terminal 
point and value, there have inevitably resulted substitutes for 
the idea of consummation which have affected profoundly 
both our life and thought. Let us examine some of these changes 
and their consequences. 

But first let us recall briefly why it is that the destiny of any¬ 
thing is an essential part of its nature, and why, therefore, if the 
world is something to be understood at all, the notion of destiny 
must enter into that understanding. We saw, earlier, that the 
future of anything is a necessary part of its nature and meaning. 
This connection appears at two points. In the first place, the 
future of anything that has meaning and value cannot be 
thought of, much less expressed, except in terms of purpose 
and finality. In the second place, the meaning and nature of 
an object is bound up with its fate in the future. Unless that 
part of the nature of a thing we call its purpose is in some way 
retained and conserved in its temporal end, the identity of the 
thing with itself is lost, and no intelligible communication of 
its nature and meaning is possible. This being true of the nature 
and meaning of anything, it becomes wholly clear why even 
modernist thought, in thinking about life and the world, does 
not abandon wholly the notions of the “one increasing purpose” 
and of the imperishable goal; it merely transforms them. 

These transformations are in two main directions. For those 
who take time unduly seriously the gates of the future are 
open, and we have that contemplation of the infinite regress 
in the future direction which modernism in one of its moods 
finds so exhilarating. For those who, perhaps, do not take time 
seriously enough there is also the denial of consummation of the 
end. In the first case, we have as a substitute for destiny the 
idea of “creative accumulation”; in the second, the idea of a 
“timeless totality.” An examination of these substitutes will 
serve to bring out the full implications of these modern trans¬ 
formations of teleology. Let us begin by considering the first 
of these substitutes—that connected with the modern mood 
which we described at the beginning of this chapter. 
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The exhilaration of this modem mood cannot be denied. 
Yet it is not surprising that many have found this enthusiasm 
out of all proportion to its theoretical basis. With the best of 
will, they-fail to find in this evolution “ins blaue hinein^' any 
intelligible meaning. Life, the vital impulse, the primal urge, 
Mr. Balfour mildly remarks, seems to have no goal more 
definite than that of acquiring an even fuller volume of free 
activity. Bosanquet finds that such an opening of the gates 
of the future simply closes them to perfection, while Bradley 
finds it “as untenable in our philosophy as it is abhorrent to 
our hearts.” 

This “futurism,” if I may so call it, quite general in modern¬ 
ism, whether artistic, political, or philosophical, is, it must 
be remembered, not so much a denial of finality as a substitute 
for it, and it is as such that we must view it. The typical 
modernist is not a finalist in the generally accepted sense; he 
is “a believer in time, novelty, and creative accumulation.” 
As emergence is his substitute for origin, so creative accumu¬ 
lation is his substitute for destiny. For the concepts of “increas¬ 
ing purpose” and imperishable goal, for increase and conserva¬ 
tion of value, we have creative accumulation, whatever that 
may mean. 

It is nothing less than astounding what power such empty 
words have acquired over the modern mind. As the concept of 
emergence is without meaning, so that of creative accumulation 
is without a vestige of intelligible finality. To the criticism that, 
on this view, reality has no goal more definite than that of 
acquiring an ever fuller volume of free activity, the reply 
may be made, as in the words of Sir Oliver Lodge, “Is this 
not a good enough goal? Is it not the goal of every great artist?” 
Perhaps. And the whole argument seems plausible. We are 
already familiar with this argument from the analogy of artistic 
creation. As against the anthropomorphism of external finality, 
of radical finalism as reversed mechanism, it is argued that a 
higher level of meaning and value is found in those forms of 
artistic activity in which specific purpose or definite goal is 
either lacking or at a minimum. It is the second-rate works 
that are intellectualistic. If, we are then asked, if the highest 
form of finality in the hyperorganic world is of this nature, a 
fortiori., must it not be so on the lower levels? Why apply the 
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lower form to the cosmos in general? Only, it is forgotten 
that this is not all there is to the great artist. His greatness does 
not lie in his mere “expressionism.’’ Pure expressionists are 
likely enough to be unintelligible. The greatness of true art, 
after all, lies in its communicability. Novelties and inventions 
have value only when they survive some test of a pre-existent 
or subsistent scale of value, or a systematic whole of experience. 
The intelligibility of this analogy from artistic activity can be 
retained only by carrying over this second aspect of the situa¬ 
tion also. When this is done the analogy from artistic creation 
must lead, as in the case of Aristotle’s analysis, to the idea of a 
transcendent goal. 

This futuristic substitute for the traditional concept of 
destiny is, then, not a good enough goal. The essential unintel- 
ligibilit) of such reconstructions is, of course, the burden of 
much of modern absolute idealism. Such conceptions are 
impossible, it holds, without a morbid evaluation of time and 
becoming, which involves the transvaluation of all metaphysical 
values. But is the complete detemporalizing of the notion of 
destiny, proposed as an alternative, really any more intelligible? 

The great enemy of all sane philosophy is, in Bosanquet’s 
words, the notion that the ideal belongs to the future. In a 
true teleology all presumption of coincidence of termination 
and end must be abandoned. If teleology is to retain a meaning 
“we must give up the whole finite analogy of means to ends 
and fall back on the characteristics of value which, apart from 
sequence in time and selected purposes, attach to the nature of 
reality which is perfection.”^ In other words, just as we must 
form a concept of finality that eliminates selected purposes, 
so we must form a concept of destiny which does not include 
the consummation of any selected purpose. Can such a concept 
of destiny be made completely intelligible? 

We have but to put this view into simpler words to see the 
difficulty. The plain man and traditional philosophy ask 
after our destiny. For what can we hope? They do so for the 
reason that for any natural metaphysic the meaning and value 
of a thing can be no more separated from its destiny than from 
its origin. To this question the philosophy we are considering 
answers: “Where your question speaks of the future we speak 

> Op, cU.f p. 136, 



362 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

of the whole. What really interests you, if you but knew it, is 
not something yet to come, but inherently the comprehension 
and evaluation of the whole of which we are members.” In 
other words, when finality is carried back to the essentials of 
value, the idea of a consummation of the end, of a climax of 
being, has no meaning. 

The question here raised is definite and unavoidable. Can 
we substitute the whole for the future and still talk an intelli¬ 
gible teleological language? We have already seen that we 
cannot. The inseparability of the meaning of an object from 
its future, its not-yet, which we emphasized at the beginning 
of this chapter, seems to be, not merely practical, but theoretical. 
For any natural metaphysic the meaning and value of a thing 
can be no more separated from its destiny, its future, than from 
its origin. No detemporalizing of finality can go to the length 
of eliminating completely the coincidence of termination and 
end without risking unintelligibility. Not only must “the pur¬ 
pose of our earthly life be realized, but there must be,” as 
Fichte says, “a time in which it shall be accomplished, as surely 
as there is a sensible world and a world of reasonable beings 
existent in time with respect to which nothing earnest and 
rational is conceivable besides this purpose, and whose existence 
becomes intelligible only through this purpose.” To separate 
terminus and end completely is possible only if we separate 
value from conation and perfection from value, and this, by 
the very nature of the case, cannot be done. 


VIII 

As we examined the modern substitutes for teleology, so now 
we have examined the corresponding modern substitutes for 
destiny. We may say, without hesitation, that they cannot 
be made intelligible. We must now ask whether the traditional 
notion can be given an intelligible meaning. Can we make an 
ending of the time process that does not involve an internal 
contradiction? Gan we form a notion of one increasing purpose, 
one far-off divine event, which constitutes sense and not non¬ 
sense? Can we form a'notion of a climax of being that does not 
negate the very notion of being? Can we, in short, make any 
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ending to life and the world process which has not, from the 
very beginning, the seeds of irrationality in it? 

Now, I shall say quite frankly at the outset that the solution 
of this problem is only partly possible. I believe that practically 
it is being constantly solved in human experience, but that it 
always involves some “trenching on the mystical,” and that 
this experience is never satisfactorily stated in conceptual 
terms. I must also point out that any indication of the direction 
in which the solution lies must be only tentative. A really 
satisfactory answer to the questions of the foregoing paragraph 
would be possible only after we have examined the problem 
of intelligible progress, to which the following chapter will be 
devoted. For it is in connection with the idea of progress—the 
idea of “the one increasing purpose,” of “the one far-off divine 
event towards which the whole creation moves”—that the 
modern notions of human destiny have developed. An intelli¬ 
gible notion of progress would have to combine these two notions 
in an all-embracing concept. Our task in the present context 
is merely to examine the logical or axiological question of an 
intelligible notion of consummation of the end. 

Just what this problem involves may perhaps best be seen 
by recalling certain conclusions from our study of time and 
value. There are two things which are certainly “real” enough 
in the world of finite experience, but which become impossi¬ 
bilities the moment that they are converted into absolute 
realities by metaphysical thought. These are the idea of time 
as finite—implying the end of time and therefore an end of 
happening, life, volition—and, secondly, the idea of the infinite, 
opening out a vista of an infinite series of events in infinite 
time, and therefore implying that the will can never come to 
rest. Both of these ideas have their emotional value in relation 
to our varying experience of reality, but it is difficult to say 
which is the more intolerable if either is taken absolutely. 
Both are axiologically intolerable—as untenable in our philo¬ 
sophy as they are abhorrent to our hearts. Now, it has been one 
of the constant objects of speculative philosophy to avoid 
either of these alternatives, and to find some concept that will 
include the truth of both. Traditional philosophy has found a 
language of a certain kind in which to express this notion. Let 
us consider this idiom for what it is worth. 
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It is to Hegel after all, I think, that we owe the best express 
sion of traditional thought on this question. It is ordinarily 
thought that it was Hegel, more than any other modern 
thinker, perhaps, who turned the notion of the “consummation 
of the end,” of the climax of being, into an illusion. As a matter 
of fact, the whole weight of his thinking is actually in the opposite 
direction. Speaking of the idea of the consummation of the end, 
he employs very much the same words as we found him using 
in connection with the notion of substance. “Substance,” we 
found him saying, “although a necessary stage in the evolution 
of the Idea, is not the same as the Idea.” “But,” he continues, 
“it gives the basis for all real further development.” So with 
the idea of the finite end and its consummation. Such a notion 
does not, indeed, exhaust the meaning of the idea. But its 
retention is the necessary condition of the communication of the meaning 
which constitutes the idea. In a famous passage of the Encyklopadie, 
we read: “As a matter of fact, the object is potentially an sich 
the notion; and so when the notion as end is realized in the 
object, this is only the manifestation of the nature of the object 
itself. Objectivity is thus, as it were, only a covering, under 
which the notion lies concealed. . . . The consummation of 
the infinite end consists, therefore, merely in the setting aside 
{Aufhebung) of the illusion which makes it seem as if the end was 
not yet accomplished. It is under this illusion that we live, 
and at the same time it is this illusion alone that stirs us to 
activity and in which our interest in the world depends. The 
idea in its process makes for itself that illusion—posits another 
over against itself—and its activity consists in setting that 
illusion aside.” This passage and others like it have been made 
the basis for the charge that Hegel turns the entire life of 
valuation and volition into an illusion. But the drift of Hegel’s 
thinking—of his handling of the fundamental philosophical 
concepts—^is against that interpretation, as we have seen in 
his discussion of the concepts of cause and substance. Without 
these concepts there is no intelligible communication and 
interpretation. 

The truth is that we must make endings to our lives—^both 
our individual and social histories. Otherwise we can neither 
realize nor communicate the present meaning of these histories. 
Such endings can be expressed only in terms of the particular 
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and the individual, and yet the very meaning we seek to express 
is universal. This is, indeed, the final metaphysical problem of 
life—that life is, in its very essence, at once limited individuality 
and limitless continuity. It is meaningful only if there is con¬ 
summation of the end, and meaningful also only if every finite 
end is transcended. The innermost meaning of time is just 
this inalienable difference between what is and what ought to 
be—between the imperishable goal and its consummation. 
No thought can bridge this difference—no purely conceptual 
terms can rationalize this paradox, and yet it is constantly 
being solved in experience. In every perfect realization of 
life, however fleeting, the contradiction is resolved. 

To this fundamental deliverance of consciousness the meta¬ 
physician must hold fast; but he must also realize that if he 
attempts to express that experience he must, so to spe^lk, 
“speak in parables.” As Nietzsche said, “it takes genius to 
make an ending,” and for this reason all making of concrete 
endings to life—all writing of eschatologies—must be left to 
poets and seers. The prophetic insight which applies the 
eternal “form of perfection” to the changing empirical content 
of life can show itself only in those who have a singular cfim- 
bination of the sense for the richness of present experience and 
of the sense of the eternal. The task of the philosopher, even of 
the metaphysical genius, is much more modest—that of making 
the symbols, the imaginative constructions of the prophetic 
genius, intelligible to reason. The conceptual analysis of the 
philosopher is significant, but it cannot have as its objective 
the communication of the same kind of meaning and reality 
as the symbols of the more concrete thinking of mankind. The 
ideas of providence and of immortality, although the same ideas 
as those of the philosopher, are on a different level of meaning 
and expressed in a different context. The metaphysical state¬ 
ment of the problem has rather a heuristic significance— 
namely, that of making transparent, as it were, the structure— 
the a priori structure if you will—of value and being in their 
necessary relations. As for the more concrete ideas, the symbols 
in which this structure is embodied, they share in the validity 
of the relations which they express. He who has once come 
to see their relation to this structure can doubt neither their 
significance nor their validity. 
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IX 

“It takes genius to make an ending,” and it is doubtless for 
that reason partly that the modern thinker, no less than the 
modern novelist and play-writer, has decided that this is a 
trifle that can be conveniently dispensed with. The geniuses 
of the past may not have satisfied us with their endings, but 
our own loss of capacity, either to appreciate or to create, 
does not dispense us from recognizing that which is the sine qua 
non of all intelligible interpretation. 

In his Das Ende Allen Dingen, Kant discusses the idea of a 
“last judgment,” of a consummation of all things. He finds the 
idea significant {zweckmdssig), together with that of an all-seeing 
eye, of a world judge, and indeed, as he says, “wonderfully 
interwoven with the universal human reason, because this 
thought” (like that of teleology which implies it) “is to be 
met with at all times and among all thinking pople, clothed 
in one way or another.” There can be in Kant’s mind no 
thought of its being a mere prejudice. Bound up with the 
universal reason as it is, it is in some sense a necessary 
presupposition of intelligibility. But it is not, he holds, to 
be taken literally. In doing so, “in making the end of 
things a matter of time,” we may be guilty of a prejudice. 
We cannot, indeed, make it solely a matter of time—but 
partly a matter of time it must be if it is to be significant 
at all. 

The making of endings will never cease. Yet, as G. H. Lewes 
says, “mankind alternately seeks and shuns finality.” Character¬ 
istically, modernism shuns finality. That which appeals in it, 
we have seen, is its adventurous and dramatic quality. It stirs 
us to feel ourselves part of a racial or even cosmic adventure. 
With the gates of the future forever open, with progress only 
a possibility, a dramatic quality is given to thought. But if 
modernism is a dramatic philosophy, is it not rather poor 
drama? Life, we say, has no ending; why should a work of 
art? Life has no ending; why should a philosophy of life? 
We know what dramas emerge from this theory. Should we 
not expect philosophies of the same sort? 

Mr. Charles Frohman, speaking of the demand of the public 
for the “happy ending,” and of its incurable dislike for plays 
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that have no finality, shrewdly remarks that this dislike is 
really due in most cases to the fact that the plays are bad plays. 
The playwright has created certain interests and expectations 
concerning his characters which the last act does not realize. 
This is simply bad writing. The same thing is, I am sure, true 
of philosophies. That which is so unsatisfactory in so much of 
modernist philosophy is not that it fails to satisfy an incurable 
prejudice for happy endings, or, at least, for some sort of 
ending; it is rather that it persists in the futility of expecting 
us to be permanently interested in values that come from 
nothing and come to nothing. This miracle of modern sophis¬ 
tication may, indeed, impose upon tliose for whom every¬ 
thing traditional is mythological, but for those who have pene¬ 
trated beneath the mask of sophistication it is but an idle 
gesture. 

Indeed, even the public’s demand for a cheerful curtain is 
not so naive as it may seem. It may be “inartistic” and un¬ 
realistic, as many think. I am not sure that it is unphilosophic. 
Certainly there is a much deeper reason than the mere senti¬ 
mentality with which the critics charge it. The philosopher 
who finds a moral order, a meaning, in the universe is com¬ 
pelled by his logic to envisage a universe in which there is a 
last judgment of some sort, the triumph of good, the conserva¬ 
tion of value. It is partly a matter of faith ; but still more a 
matter of reason if the true nature of reason be understood. 
The public that eats candy in the gallery has the same 
fundamental reason as the philosopher; but not having so 
much time to spare, the good has to win, not in some thou¬ 
sands of millions of years, but in time to catch the suburban 
train. It is not surprising that the cosmic process gets some¬ 
what rushed in the process and the denouement is not always 
convincing. 

Doubtless the cosmic process does not like to be rushed, 
and it has its little ironies with which it takes revenge on those 
who try to rush it. “The Absolute is not in a hurry.” Neither 
the cosmos nor history takes very kindly to our dogmas, and 
both constantly rebuke the impertinence of our goals. But the 
rebuke is not wholly unkind; it is the chastening of one who 
loves. For they know, or seem to know, that in substance we are 
right. For have they not put in us, whom they have begot, a 
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sense that they are not wholly “sound and fury signifying 
nothing”? Doubtless we make ourselves comic with our 
human ends, but we do not make ourselves absurd. Absurdity 
is left for those who try to think value without any destiny 
at all. 



CHAPTER XI 


INTELLIGIBLE PROGRESS: THE FORM 
OF HISTORY 


I 

If we consider the whole course of human thought in the last 
two centuries we shall realize that the idea of progress, in many 
different and even contrasting forms, is the one around which 
all our life, theoretical and practical, has centred. So completely 
has modern thought identified itself with this idea that it has 
now become the fashion in some quarters even to say that 
progress is a wholly modern concept. 

The histories and discussions of the concept of progress, 
characteristic of the last decade, trace its lineage to wholly 
modern sources, and seek to show that it is an idea foreign 
to traditional thought in both its Greek and Christian forms. 
But this, to say the least, is an exaggeration, as Croce has taken 
pains to point out. Distinctively modern notions of progres.® 
there undoubtedly are, and it was some of these that the papal 
pronouncement had in mind when it denied that the Roman 
Pontiff “can and must be reconciled and compromise with 
progress, liberalism, and modem civilization.” But progress in 
the broader and deeper sense of the word, as development 
towards a terminus or end, has in one form or another always 
been part of all philosophies of the traditional type. With their 
conceptions of finality they could scarcely express themselves 
intelligibly without it. 

Yet this very fashion in recent thought is highly symptomatic 
of a change that has come over us. The tendency to see in the 
belief in progress largely an expression of eighteenth-century 
optimism and Victorian fatuity, has its source in a more or 
less conscious desire to dissociate it from the idea of intrinsic 
rationality and intelligibility with which it has been too closely 
fused. Our disillusionment with “modern” progress, our grow¬ 
ing disbelief in the dogma that “a law of necessary progress 
is the most certain of all facts,” has made it highly desirable 
for us to believe that there have been many—and among them 
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the greatest—who have not found such progress a necessary 
part of an intelligible world. It is therefore not strictly true 
to see in belief in progress a necessary characteristic of 
modernity. In this, as in many things, the ultra-modems are 
highly ambiguous and changing before our very eyes. To the 
large collection of prejudices that our highly sophisticated 
generation is assembling, the “illusions of progress” have 
recently been added. Like Nietzsche, they all take a certain 
pleasure in lacerating themselves, and precisely because the 
faith in progress has seemed part of the natural bent of reason, 
they feel obliged to turn their backs upon it. 

Some concept of progress, I ventured to say, has always been 
a constituent part of the Great Tradition in philosophy. If, as 
has frequently been said, progress has taken the place of 
providence in modem thought (as it did, for instance, for a 
time in Tolstoy’s thinking), it could do so only because some¬ 
thing in it was in part at least the same as the content and 
meaning of providence. He who desires something new desires 
something old, only he desires it in a new way. If, as Guyau 
said, we make of time a sort of mysterious providence, designed 
to replace the old concept, it is because there is something 
in that old concept for which there is no substitute. It is this 
something, expressed in the concepts of “increasing purpose” 
and “imperishable goal,” in the entire dialectic of valuation 
worked out in the preceding chapter, that is common to all 
concepts, old and new. It may be that these postulates of 
increase and conservation of value are not bound up insepar¬ 
ably with modern concepts of progress; it may be, indeed, that 
they are not, as Dean Inge and other critics of modern notions 
hold, even incompatible with the idea of cycles. In any case, 
in so far and in whatever sense this dialectic of valuation 
implies progress, progress always has and always will be part 
of the form of an intelligible world. 

Broadly speaking, there are three elements in the notion of 
progress: (i) an absolute standard, apprehended, however 
dimly, by man; (2) intelligible causation, that is, a causal 
connection between being and value, existence and perfection, 
a connection without which, as we have seen, teleology is 
unintelligible; (3) a consistent or continuous advance through 
time. The first two elements all forms of traditional thought 
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have had; while many, including the greatest of the Greek 
minds, have doubted if not actually denied the third. The 
reasons for this absence from Greek thought lie doubtless in 
their lack of our perspective—material and historical. But back 
of this is that lack of the time sense of which we have spoken 
in another connection. A modem who takes time seriously will 
hardly be able to think progress without the element of con¬ 
tinuous advance through time. But it does not tollow that no 
concept of progress is possible without it 

It is easy to see why the first two elements in the notion 
have always been a part of traditional thought. I cannot present 
life to myself otherwise than as a striving from bad to good. 
Only in such terms can its meaning be communicated. As 
growth, evolution, is the form in which alone the meaning of 
life can be expressed, so development is the only form in which 
the meaning of personality, progress the only form in which 
the over-individual meaning of humanity, can be expressed. 
A philosophy must give some view of human history if there 
is to be no gap in our view of the universe. But when a thinker 
looks at history his thoughts must inevitably centre around 
the idea of progress. He may believe in it or disbelieve in it, 
but his view of history will be detemuned by it just the same. 
By this I mean that a conception of history, such as Schopen¬ 
hauer’s, as mere succession without direction, is no history at 
all. It is conceivable, at least, that the concepts of devolution, 
degeneration, and regression might make an intelligible history, 
but there is no histor)' without movement of some sort towards 
an end. 

It is to evolutionism that the distinctively modern concept 
of progress largely owes its 6rigin. But, paradoxical as it may 
seem, it is largely through this same naturalistic evolutionism 
that the belief in progress has lost its vitality. The significance 
of evolution, we have seen, lies mainly in the fact that it 
gives speculative meaning to the history of humanity and 
incites men by suggesting great changes in the future. This 
element of incitement has found its expression in the modem 
notion of progress. In so far, however, as evolution gives 
speculative meaning, it does so (as we have seen) only by some 
conception, explicit or implicit, of ultimate origination. In so 
far as it incites men or interests them by suggestions concerning 
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the future, it does so in the last analysis only by conceptions, 
explicit or implicit, of finality and ultimate destiny. That the 
concept of evolution has lost much of its speculative value is 
obvious, that it has lost still more of its exciting quality is even 
more apparent. But it has not been as clear as it should have 
been, that it has really lost only something which, by itself, it 
has never had. It has merely lost its illusions. 

Tolstoy was among the first to point the finger of scorn at 
the illusions of the nineteenth century. Now there is no one 
so stupid as not to see the pitiful ambiguity on which the whole 
artificial structure of Spencer’s doctrine of necessary progress 
rested. The whole concept of evolution is, in fact, as we have 
seen, highly ambiguous. Apart from the mathematical idea of 
evolution, we understand chiefly by this term two closely 
related types of events which must, however, be clearly dis¬ 
tinguished the one from the other. In the first place, we call 
evolution the process by which all the possibilities of a given 
complex are realized in their several forms, a process the 
purely causal nature of which is entirely independent of any 
ideas of value. In this sense the originally gaseous sphere 
evolves into a manifold planetary system; and in this we have 
no distinction except that between the simple and the complex. 
But in our ordinary way of looking at these things we have 
the tendency to regard the more complex state as the higher— 
that is to say, of higher value—and thus to conceive the process 
of evolution as an advance from simpler and lower to the 
more complex and higher. Now it is the assumption of the 
identity of complexity or elaboration with value which has 
given evolution the intelligible character it appears to have. 

What shall we say of this ordinary way of looking at things? 
First of all we may say, I think, that if evolution is to be more 
than a mere description, progress must be included in it. This 
is what Spencer means by calling the law of progress the most 
certain of all facts. Without the value concept of progress 
evolution is a mere name for an orderly sequence of events. 
Science can, indeed, abstract this orderly sequence, this process 
of elaboration, from value. Integral human thought cannot. 
The attempt to abstract it is one of the characteristic notes of 
modernism, as illustrated, for instance, in Alexander’s attempt 
to separate perfection from value. The consequences of this 
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attempt are far-reaching, and will be fully examined in our 
chapter on System. ^ Here I wish merely to consider its bearing 
on the concept of progress. 


II 

The concept of progress is then, in some sense, part of the 
form of an intelligible world—in the sense, namely, that without 
that concept, no intelligible comniunication of the meanings 
of humanity is possible. The real problem of modern thought 
is not so much belief or disbelief in progress as the formation 
of an intelligible concept of progress. Some may speak of the 
superstition of progress, others think of it as an anthropo¬ 
morphic prejudice. Superstitions there undoubtedly are, pre¬ 
judices of the Time-Spirit to be abandoned. But there still 
remains a resistant core which no amount of sophisticated 
criticism can affect. A tenable and intelligible concept of 
progress is perhaps the chief desideratum of the present age 
Some contribution towards such a conception is at least the 
object of this chapter. But our first task must be to develop 
more fully our grounds for maintaining that the idea of progress 
is part of the a priori of an intelligible world. 

We may perhaps get the main point most vividly before us 
in the following way. “Sincerity,” says H. Cohen in his Ethik 
des reinen Willens^ “demands the belief in progress. If one says 
that this belief is utopian, a superstition, he gives up Wahr- 
haftigkeit. To draw from history the conclusion that it must 
always remain as it has been, is insincere. For without any 
inner progress there is no histor>^” That is the great insincerity 
—to use history to disprove or deny the reality of history.^ 

This contention is again one of those cases of “mere 
dialectic” that either amuses or enrages the pure empiricist. 
And yet in reality it is merely pointing out one of those 
instances of contradictio in adjecto which, as we sought to show 
in an earlier connection, mean philosophical unintelligibility. 
“History,” says Renouvier, “is the experience humanity has 
of itself.” How can this experience be expressed except in 
terms of progress or development? It is true, as we shall see, 
that in a sense this experience could be expressed in terms 
* Chapter XIII, pp. 443 ff. » Op. ciL, p. 512. 
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of regress or degeneration, or perhaps in terms of alternate 
cycles. But even then these concepts, when examined, will be 
seen to be unintelligible except as they presuppose the reality 
of progress. In any case—and that is all that we need to insist 
on for the present—the experience humanity has of itself can 
be expressed only in some form of movement—value movement 
from lower to higher, or from higher to lower. 

The relative separation of the concept of history from the 
concept of nature is one of the most significant products of 
modern critical thought. For the recognition of the fact that 
history is the record of the experience mankind has of itself 
has brought with it also the recognition of the significant differ¬ 
ence between that experience and the experience of what is 
called nature. 

This difference is expressed in various, ways: (a) by the 
statement that “history deals with man’s unique activity in 
society”; (b) by pointing out that the uniqueness of this 
activity consists in the fact that its products, unlike those of 
nature, are themselves unique and non-repeated events, and 
that these events or products are value-unities, which can be 
described, explained, and interpreted only in terms of refer¬ 
ence to ends or values. The concept, then, of history as a science 
that deals with values, and whose method is teleological, is an 
idea widely accepted by historians themselves. 

This conception of history turns largely on the meaning of 
an “historical fact or event,” and the explanation or inter¬ 
pretation of such an event. Description, explanation, and 
interpretation are, as we have seen, never wholly separable, 
but it is in the methodology of history that this inseparability 
is particularly manifest. For an event becomes historical, first 
of all, only when, in virtue of its individual significance, it is 
directly or indirectly related to values. The French Revolution, 
for instance, is a historical event, or a historical totality with 
individual significance. A description of this event is always, 
in part, an interpretation, for it is always a synthesis involving 
selection from a great variety of happenings. The first thing 
that a historian has to do is to separate the important from 
the unimportant. What this means is of the first significance. 
“It is a question of values,” as Professor Fling says, “the 
fundamental question of historical synthesis and the one con- 
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ccrning which there is the greatest necessity of agreement.” 
But what is the meaning of the term vsilue in historical 
construction? Clearly not the expression of opinion as to 
whether a certain fact or group of facts is good or bad, useful 
or useless to-day. The condition of history being more than 
a purely arbitrary personal or class interpretation is, of course, 
the elimination of such particular prejudices. One who is 
already convinced that the triumphant progress of democracy 
is the significance of modern political history will select his 
facts accordingly, and his histor)’ will be an arbitrary con¬ 
struction. What is meant by value in historical construction 
is rather whether any fact or group of facts has any importance 
for a given historical synthesis or interpretation, and hence 
should form an integral part of it. History works with the 
category of totality, but totality in the axiological sense in 
which w<^ have defined it.* 

Elimination of prejudices, personal and class valuations, is, 
of course, the condition of any “science” of history. But the 
elimination of these does not mean the elimination of the value 
element from historical concepts. We cannot even form the 
concepts of democracy or autocracy without the clement of 
valuation and acknowledgment of values. We may, indeed, as 
in any science, compare these two forms of the State with the 
same scientific detachment as we compare two animals or two 
geological formations, but who is naive enough to think that 
we can form the concept of State without reference to ends 
and values? But if we would avoid frequent and gross mis¬ 
understandings it must be constantly emphasized that this 
relation of all concepts used in history to value, is by no mean** 
a judgment of value. The valufe is part of the material of history 
itself. Another way of stating this is that the entities with which 
history deals are value totalities or individualities. 

In the last analysis, therefore, the whole question of historical 
synthesis and interpretation is a teleological question. Not, 
for the most part, the question of what should be the goal 

* F. M. Fling, The Writing of History^ chapter vii, especially p. 129. 

This book is a valuable presentation of the results of the studies in the 
methodology and philosophy of history as carried on under the influence of 
the axiologists, especially Windelband and Rickert. A recent and very important 
work on the methodology of history—in which the chief positions of this chapter 
are maintained—is Ernst Troeltsch’s Der Historismus und Seine Probieme, i922» 
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of man’s unique activity in society—although ultimately that 
question cannot be excluded—^but rather what has been the 
goal, what in specific cases was apparently the goal aimed at 
and attained by man’s unique social activity. It follows inevit¬ 
ably that the very events of history, as distinguished from the 
separate happenings into which they may be analysed, can 
be separated out only on the basb of a mutual acknowledg¬ 
ment of values. It follows equally that an intelligible history 
is always a philosophy of history, as intelligible evolution is 
always a metaphysical conception. If no philosophical judg¬ 
ments, no metaphysical elements, enter into the particular 
synthesis, into the interpretation of particular historical events 
with which the specialist and the scientific historian busy 
themselves, this is partly due to the limits of the field with 
which the synthesis deals, and partly to the refusal to acknow¬ 
ledge the presuppositions of his own activity. 

That this last statement is true will become clear if we 
merely raise the question of the possibility of a world history 
as a complex whole, and not as simply viewed in the external 
framework of a single abstract conception such as that of 
economic or political history. The first problem would then 
be one of selection. What shall enter into a history of the 
world? Shall it deal with all sides of man’s unique develop¬ 
ment, economic, educational, political, scientific, artistic, 
philosophical, and religious? Or with only one or two of 
these, the economic and political, for example? Which of these 
activities is the more important? Important for what? Here 
we are at the very heart of the metaphysical question. For 
in such selection a privileged position is plainly given to some¬ 
thing and, what is even more significant, we obtain a judgment 
of totality in which some all-explanatory first principle is used 
for the interpretation of the whole. That an economic inter¬ 
pretation of history is a metaphysic, and a very dogmatic one 
at that, is well understood by all who understand what the 
terms mean. 

It should be entirely clear that the construction of a world 
history, a world synthesis, presupposes a philosophy of life. 
Is society in all its outward manifestations a means to an 
end or an end in itself? In either case, what is that end? Is 
it the development of the spiritual content of life, as Eucken 
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says? Is the chief end of man’s unique social activity the 
development of human personality to the highest point? Or 
is it the realization in time of over-personal and over-individual 
values? No history has even been written without the presence 
of these questions, openly or tacitly, in the historian’s mind. 
Is there any possible proof of any such “end”? Possibly not. 
But even if it is only a working hypothesis, has it any less 
reality, so far as the making of history is concerned, than if 
it could be demonstrated? Can man in his unique activities 
as a social being, and in his stoiy of these activities which we 
call history, escape the formation of such a working hypothesis? 
Certainly not. 

It takes genius to make an ending, but an ending must be 
made—i.e. in any intelligible liistory. “If history does not mean 
the actualization in time of something that has eternal reality 
beyond change and time, if it does not mean bringing more 
of value, meaning, of God, into the world, it is difficult to see 
what it does mean.” 


Ill 

History is indeed, then, the record of mankind’s experience 
with itself. That experience, it is now abundantly evident, 
cannot even be recorded except in terms of purpose and value. 
To try to draw from that record the conclusion that no purpose 
and value has been realized, is to deny history itself; for 
without inner development of some sort there is no history. 
This I believe to be undeniable; but it is not at all clear as 
yet that an intelligible his'tory requires for this reason the 
postulate of progress, to say nothing of the concepts of progress 
that some historians have constructed. Thus far, all that can 
be said is that man can record his own experience of himself, 
and communicate its meaning, only in terms of a value- 
movement, of a teleology of some sort. 

In one sense, it may be said, it is immaterial whether we 
envisage the world as progressing or regressing. Both would 
make an intelligible history of a sort. Now, it is not dysteleology 
that is primarily unintelligible, but the absence of all teleology. 
It is possible to understand the time in which we live if we 
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project a golden age in the past. It is possible also if we project 
it into the future. But it is not possible if there is no golden age 
at all. The historic connections (it has been said by Windel- 
band) remain the same, independently of whether the whole 
is understood as an ascent or descent, or as an indifferent 
remaining on the same level of value. The last part of the 
statement is, I think, distinctly untrue. Strictly speaking, there 
are no historic connections at all if there is no value movement. 
The connections would then be merely causal, economic, etc. 
But some historic connections there would be, although not 
by any means the same, whether the value movement were 
progressive or regressive. 

Value movement of some sort is then the necessary form 
of intelligible history. The popular mind says we must either 
go forward or backward; we cannot stand still. It says must', 
and here, as in many other places, it is highly philosophical, 
often more philosophical, in fact, than the sophisticated pro¬ 
fessional. What then is the source and meaning of that “must?” 
It is to be found in the combination of the scale of value with 
time. We cannot stand still—that is the law of time. Forward 
or backward—that is the form time must take if the forms 
of value, which are as necessary (we have seen) to grasp the 
world as are the forms of space and time themselves,' are con¬ 
nected with time. As motion arises with a priori necessity from 
the union of space-time, so with equal necessity the union of 
time and value gives either progress or regress. When the popular 
mind says we must go either forward or backward, it is, it should 
be noted, but saying in another way that to separate reality 
and value is self-contradictory and therefore unintelligible. 

An intelligible history can then be written, up to a point, 
in terms of devolution no less than evolution, of regress no 
less than progress. But only up to a point, I think. For that 
which gives meaning to a regressive process is the presence 
of the value scale; and the value scale gets its meaning, after 
all, from the positive idea of perfection rather than from the 
null point that lies at the other end of the scale. While we 
can understand the movement from the higher to the lower, 
it is really only because we already know and realize the other 
movement. I cannot present life to myself otherwise than as 
' Chapter X, p. 344. 
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a striving or movement from the bad to the good, and if the 
reverse movement seems to make things intelligible to me. it 
is only because of a derived meaning which it gets from the 
intrinsic intelligibility of the first. Thus, in history itself, periods 
of regress and decadence can be understood and measured 
only in terms of periods of progress. 

In any absolute sense, then, regress is as unintelligible as 
immobility. The human mind has found various ways of 
expressing this fact. There is the idea that if the world is good 
at all, it must be getting better and must go on becoming 
better. Being more is itself the condition of mere persistence 
in being, if value is part of the nature of anything. Endless 
surpassing, increasing purpose, is the law of all that lives. This 
is the positive a priori element in the notion of progress. We 
postulate it as the necessity or obligation of all that endures.* 

In this connection reference may be made to some interesting 
reflections of Mr. L. P. Jacks; “Suppose you were able to show 
that up to date the amount of happiness in the world has 
shown a steady increase until it has reached the grand sum 
total now existing. Now suppose that you were transferred to 
another planet where the conditions were the exact opposite; 
where the inhabitants, ages ago, started with the happiness we 
now possess and gradually declined until at the present moment 
thay are no happier than the human race was at the first 
stage of its career. Now add together the totals of happiness 
for both your worlds—the ascending world which starts with 
the minimum and ends with the maximum, the declining world 
which starts with the maximum and ends with the minimum. 
The grand totals in both cases are exactly the same. So far 
as the total result is concerned, the declining world has just 
as much to show for itself as the ascending. Valued in terms 
of happiness, the one world would be worth as much as the 
other. And yet we know that the value of these two worlds 
is not the same. The ascending is worth a lot more than the 
descending. Why? I leave you with the conundrum. Answer 
it and you have the key to the meaning of moral progress.”* 

» This may be said to be a corollary of our study of the a priori element in 
teleology, as developed in Chapter X, pp, 340-45. 

a Quoted from L. P. Jacks, “Moral Progress,” in Marvin, Progress and History^ 
p. 149. 
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The answer to the riddle lies, we may suggest, in the preceding 
considerations. 

There remains, however, to consider the intelligibility of 
an historical process which is conceived of as a combination 
of progression and retrogression, the concept of historical 
cycles, of alternating periods of development and decay. This 
idea, long familiar to the human race and coming again into 
a certain popularity, seems to many to give not only a truer 
picture of the facts, but a more intelligible understanding of 
them. Dean Inge says it is the only view of the macrocosm 
which is even tenable. 

Of all concepts in this sphere of thought this is perhaps the 
most difficult to grasp, and for the very good reason that it 
is really essentially ambiguous. For let us assume that history 
is a series of cycles. If so, these cycles aro composed either 
of a series of elements that are identical in each, or of a 
series of elements that are in some way and to some degree 
diverse. In the first case, as in the concept of the “eternal 
recurrence,” we really have only permanence, and the move¬ 
ments, whether of “progress” or “regress,” are merely appear¬ 
ance. If, on the other hand, the cycles are composed of things 
diverse, we have only change. On neither of these conceptions 
of cycles do we have either forward movement or backward 
movement, for in neither case is there any real gain or loss 
of value. If, however, we conceive this circularity as involving 
diversity in identity, we have precisely those elements that go 
to make up any intelligible movement; we have also the 
elements that alone make possible any distinctions of value. 
Value is not value unless it changes, but it is also not value 
unless it endures or is conserved. 

It is easy to see why Croce should see in this concept of 
“historical circles” a wholly unintelligible conception. It is 
also easy to see why the modem tendency is to substitute the 
concept of spirals for that of circles. It is characteristic of the 
historical nineteenth century to assert the concept of progress. 
As Kant against Mendelssohn, Schelling against Schlegel, 
uphold the position that history moves, not in periodical 
circles, but in a once-for-all evolution or progress, so Fichte, 
especially in his Reden an die Deutsche Nation, rails against that 
conception of history which believes in Still-stand, RUckgang und 
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Zirkeltanz—in mtwickelungsloser Naturgesetzjnassigkeit, instead of 
the infinite progress of our species. 

It is characteristic of historically minded epochs and histori¬ 
cally minded individuals to believe in progress. But it is not 
the fact, so much as the necessity, of this belief that interests 
us here. For the concept of history itself involves the element 
of the a priori. Even when one conceives the field of history 
as concerned with the individual, the unique, the concrete, 
with Wert-individualitdten, or value-unities —as we have done— 
even then it involves the idea of the a priori. Only we must 
avoid the idea that the a priori is found only in the abstract 
universal. It is that which is true, no matter what, that which 
must be acknowledged,. if intelligible communication of our 
meanings and values is to be possible. 


IV 

Thus far we have been concerned wholly with the “belief” 
in, or “postulate” of, progress as a condition of philosophical 
intelligibility, or as part of the form of an intelligible world. 
The idea of a “law of progress” is then surely not so wholly 
a prejudice, not so hopelessly dogmatic, as many would have 
us believe. But our ideas of what progress consists of, the 
intelligibility of our concepts of progress, is a wholly differ¬ 
ent matter. Here, doubtless, there are prejudices and dogmas 
aplenty. Both the nature of the law and the basis of its validity 
have been grossly misconceived. Our disgust with the fatuous 
notions, as well as with the, artificiality of the logical basis, 
of nineteenth-century optimism is, doubtless, partly justified. 
Yet the “progress in which we have perhaps believed some¬ 
what too readily is,” to quote the words of Ferrero, “not 
altogether a delusion.” 

Many, like Ferrero himself, are busily engaged in trying to 
reconstruct their ideas of what progress in the historical world 
is, hastening to get rid of those prejudices of the Victorian 
epoch which make those of the utopian eighteenth century 
singularly innocent. This disillusionment, and the critique it 
has begotten, concern both the question of the criteria of pro¬ 
gress and the question of its universality and necessity. Whether 



THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 


382 

increase of happiness, of freedom, of knowledge, of power over 
nature, or what not, constitute valid tests of progress are 
questions which serve but to raise the deeper problems of the 
possibility of any intelligible criterion of progress at all. 

What is involved in our saying: “Yes, that was progress”? 
First of all it is a judgment on change, on the change, let us 
say, from the stage-coach to the steam-engine; from the per¬ 
spectiveless painting of the Pre-Raphaelites to modern art; 
from the Magna Charta to the British or American con¬ 
stitution ; from the Greek to the Christian moral order. And 
this judgment seems always to involve at least three things: 
elaboration or increase of something; some continuing identity 
throughout the change; and finally some apprehension, how¬ 
ever dim, of ends and values realized in the process. 

Now the first two of these elements may properly be said 
to be determinable within the special fields of mechanics, 
economics, art, political science, etc., in which the facts are 
found. That an elaboration with a persistent core of identity 
is discoverable in these movements, taken by themselves, seems 
evident. That they are value movements, however—progress 
in the full sense of the word—it seems possible to say only if 
there be acknowledgment of the value, not only of the proximate^ 
but also of the ultimate, end to which these elaborations lead. 
Thus I may well acknowledge the fact of elaboration from the 
hand-loom to the monstrous machines of the present, but it 
is quite a different question whether I shall acknowledge this 
elaboration as progress in any ultimate, or even intelligible, 
sense. 

All this is a platitude, to be sure, but it needs to be con¬ 
stantly repeated. For the attempt is constantly made to con¬ 
struct concepts of progress which do not involve judgments 
of totality, and neutral concepts that do not involve this 
acknowledgment of value. 

The idea of progress (progression) is, indeed, used in particular 
sciences and particular spheres of fact, without either of these 
implications. In mathematics, the idea of numerical progression 
is used even without any idea of temporal meaning. In logic, 
“progressive” means- proceeding through a linear series in the 
natural order, as opposed to regressive, or proceeding in the 
reverse order. In medicine, progressive, applied to a disease. 
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indicates a gradual sequence of development, often with a 
predictable order of symptoms. In general, then, progress may 
be used loosely for any sort of continuous change towards 
a terminus or end. In all such cases progress and progressive 
may be used intelligibly as a wholly neutral concept, and as 
a law solely of the specific series to which it is applied. So 
also in biology, the law of the “progressive” transformation 
of species is both neutral and specific in this sense. But it is 
immediately evident that none of these concepts is historical 
in the slightest degree, and to attempt to construct such 
concepts in the sphere of history can, as, indeed, we have already 
seen, lead only to nonsense. 

History is mankind’s experience of itself, and when we 
consider the idea of p>^ogress as applied to humanity and 
human phenomena, the situation alters completely. Here also, 
at first sight, neutral and particularistic concepts of progress 
seem possible. In economics, for instance, it may be assumed, 
as it was indeed constantly in the nineteenth century, that 
increase of population is a criterion, or increased control over 
the forces of nature for purposes of production. But it is always 
possible to ask, as indeed the twentieth century is more and 
more insistently asking, whether these things in themselves 
necessarily mean progress, whether increase of population and 
increase of production are really ends in themselves, and 
whether increase of elaboration in these directions might not 
go hand in hand with retrogression in other spheres. It is 
hardly necessary to labour a point which every one, if he sees 
anything clearly at all in this field of thought, has long since 
fully realized. But what needs to be emphasized is that just 
this point raises the most fundamental problems of an intelli¬ 
gible concept and criterion of progress. 

It is not necessary, I repeat, to labour this point; but this 
very difficulty of forming neutral and particularistic concep¬ 
tions of progress has driven men to makeshifts of thought 
which are, if anything, even more unintelligible. “Progress,” 
says a recent writer, “is the discovery and application of the 
law of cause and effect.” “Real progress,” says Sir William 
Ramsay, “is learning how better to employ energy and better 
to effect its transformation.” Definitions of this type, of which 
there are many, are, indeed, most enlightening for the purpose 
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of this disciission. In terms of distinctions made earlier in our 
discussion, we have an attempt here to substitute instrumental 
intelligibility entirely for intrinsic. It is as though men said: 
We recognize the fallacies involved in any particularistic con¬ 
ceptions of progress and of the ends which it necessarily 
implies. We will, therefore, abandon all dogmas of ultimate 
ends and think only in terms of means. This is precisely that 
aspect of modernism described in an earlier section.* We will 
assume that we have progress whenever we increase the use 
of the discovery of the law of cause and effect, whenever we 
learn better how to employ energy and better to effect its 
transformation. This is, of course, nonsense. For either it means 
that the accumulation of means is valuable, no matter what 
they are used for, than which there is nothing intrinsically 
more unintelligible; or it means the optimistic assumption 
that elaboration of means works necessarily to the realization 
of good ends. 

We began our discussion of the criteria of progress by asking: 
What is involved in our saying—Yes, that was progress? How 
shall we distinguish mere change from progress? What, in other 
words, is an intelligible criterion of progress? and in the course 
of our discussion certain principles have gradually emerged 
which indicate the direction, at least, in which such a criterion 
must lie. Particularistic concepts taken from particular sciences 
are, it is now clear, not only wholly inadequate, but likely to 
be ftdlacious. 

One way of indicating the difficulty in such concepts is to 
say that they necessarily involve a form of the fallacy of com¬ 
position. Elaboration, or increase of something, is the only 
concept of progress that can be formed within a particular 
sphere of human activity or a particular science. Elaboration 
of the means of locomotion, increase of population, develop¬ 
ment of perspective or subtle tone relations in music—all may 
be “good for something.” But how are we to know that the 
goods do not cancel each other? It does not follow that this 
“progress” added to this “progress,” etc., makes progress of 
the whole. It has been argued, e.g., that protection is good 
for this labour union, for that labour union, and for the other. 
Therefore the protection of all industries would be good for all 
* Chapter X, pp. 348 ff. 
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groups of labour. We know how fallacious such an argu¬ 
ment is. 

But so soon as we realize the full implications of this 
situation we are driven to the recognition of another principle 
or criterion of intelligible progress. For any adequate criterion 
of progress must be a system—more specifically a system of 
values. 

That no social change, no movement in history, can properly 
be called progress on the basis of any pardcularistic or limited 
conception of progress is now abundantly evident. “Every 
such social change,” says J. A. Thomson, “must run the 
gauntlet of successively higher criteria. Is it sound physically, 
biologically, psychologically, socially?”' The principle is here 
unhappily phrased, but, nevertheless, true and important. If 
progress in history cannot be determined by any single criterion, 
but only by a series of successively higher criteria, it is evident 
that in the very notion of progress itself is bound up the notion 
of a scale of values; and this scale of values must be a system 
that transcends the change which it measures. 

Our contention, then, is briefly that no conception of progress 
is intelligible which is not philosophical; and no philosophical 
conception is possible without the concept of philosophic 
system. Otherwise expressed, the only possible intelligible 
concept of progress is a transcendental one. 

Despite the almost self-evident character of this proposition, 
men continue, and will doubtless continue, to try to form 
positivistic and particularistic conceptions. Even Thomson 
himself, with his more than usual insight into these problems, 
does not escape the fallacy. To the question, What is progress? 
he admits that the merely biological point of view can answer 
only, “Fuller and freer life.” If, then, we ask why this spells 
progress there is no answer, as Thomson admits again, except 
that there are ends which mankind at its best has always 
valued. So it comes to this—that progress is a sociological 
concept derived from history.* But this answer is no better 
than the biological. For one thing, progress is not derived 
from history but presupposed by history. More significant still, 
however, is the feet that fuller and freer life, whether life is 

» J. A. Thomson, What is Man? p. 297. 

* Ibid.i p. 29. 
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conceived merely biologically or sociologically, has no answer 
to the question. The concept of life itself, as all intelligible 
thought has long seen, is a self-transcendent notion. 


V 

All of which leads to the inevitable conclusion that the only 
intelligible concept of progress is a transcendental one. The 
only intelligible criteria of progress that have emerged in modem 
thought are those that imply a transcendental subject of 
progress and a transcendental goal, that envisage a meta¬ 
physical humanity and a metaphysical task—^in Fichte’s words, 
Dem mtaphysischen Volke die metaphysische Aufgabe. 

An intelligible history is, as we have seen, always a philosophy 
of history, as an intelligible concept of evolution is always 
a metaphysical conception. What is the goal of man’s unique 
social activity which we call history? Is it the development of 
human personality to the highest point? May we say that the 
self-forming of humanity is the ultimate meaning of the his¬ 
torical process, and, since this self-forming means self-deter¬ 
mination, the history of progress is, in Hegel’s words, the 
consciousness of freedom? Is it the development of the spiritual 
content of life, or the attainment of a standpoint from which 
every individual wills in accordance with over-individual 
values? In these and many other ways men have sought to 
express that transcendent goal, movement towards which alone 
can in any proper sense be called progress. 

Only in such transcendental concepts can the meaning of 
progress be expressed. But, on the other hand, the penalty 
such concepts must always pay for their validity is their 
vagueness. 

This vague and abstract character of all attempts to define 
the goal of progress is, however, frequently misunderstood. 
It arises not from any uncertainty regarding the law of 
“necessary and universal progress,’’ nor yet again from any 
vagueness or uncertainty regarding the values to be realized, 
or the scale or system of values in terms of which progress 
is determined. It arises, in part at least, mainly from the 
defects of imagination that inevitably make themselves felt 
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when we attempt to envisage the conditions under which this 
realization is possible, when we attempt to apply the “form 
of perfection” to the empirical content of life. These imaginative 
defects are fundamental and inherent in all thinking regarding 
the future. 

An interesting sidelight is cast on this problem by the low 
value utopias and pictures of human progress always have. 
This is but part of the general fact that the future always has 
a lower aesthetic value than the past. In the main the vagueness 
of the future never has the same aesthetic character as the 
vagueness of the paist. Even in epochs in which the idea of 
progress is dominant, this idea, in associating itself with our 
representation of the future, seems to lack the element of 
poetry that belongs to the past. Why is this? Is it that we can 
discern progress only in the parts while the unity of the whole 
escapes u -r This is in part true, but it is not the sole, nor, indeed, 
the chief, reason. Is it because activity, progress, does not seem 
to be able to take place without depreciation or loss of that 
which the past contains of the desirable, the durable, the 
viable? Yes, in part also. But there is another and still deeper 
reason. It is that no representation of the future is possible 
without the inclusion of the novel and the strange, and the 
introduction of this element throws the picture out of per¬ 
spective and so introduces false values. 

It is an interesting fact that the strange or “unheard-of” 
can rarely appear beautiful in a description, because that 
which is novel attracts too much attention, and is given undue 
prominence in a picture. We miss that which would have 
taken away the effect of strangeness—the perfect balance of 
the parts and the harmony of the whole. For instance, so 
we are told, the blue eyes of the northern, when described 
to the black-eyed inhabitants of warmer regions, seem un¬ 
beautiful and a monstrosity, because the latter vividly see with 
mental vision that unheard-of blueness, but not in the same 
vivid way the accompanying flesh and hair tints with their 
harmonies. It is for a similar reason that utopias, with their 
novel elements, are rarely aesthetically satisfying. Their very 
novelties are their undoing; for we cannot envisage the total 
context in which these novelties would be harmonious. 

These inevitable limitations of the imagination necessarily 
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make the conception of the goal of progress vague and abstract. 
Thus it is that progressive peoples—peoples who, so to speak, 
have their future largely before them—often tend all the more, 
as in the case of the American people itself, to affirm the values 
of the past and, by an instinct sure but vague, to emphasize 
the conservation of these values. But the source of this vague¬ 
ness of the future lies even deeper still. It is rather with 
vagueness in another sense—a vagueness in the very notion of 
progress itself. This vagueness appears at two points—^vagueness 
tis regarding the “subject” of progress and regarding the “end 
of progress.” Let us examine these two aspects in order. 

Historical progress implies world progress—universal pro¬ 
gress. For while it is only in the parts that we seem to discern 
progress, yet partial progress is unintelligible. The subject of 
progress must be a universal, a totality, and yet the idea of 
an evolving totality seems to contain a contradiction. Again, 
the idea of progress implies an anticipation of the future, the 
idea of an as-yet-unknown end, of a denouement^ the meaning 
of which vacillates between the idea of an increasing purpose, 
such as truth, well-being, freedom, etc., and the idea of a limit 
towards which we tend, a limit imposed upon humanity from 
without, which would not be attainable except by becoming 
a point of arrest in the sense of a termination of the life and 
destiny of man. It is from these contradictions in the notion 
of progress itself that its necessary vagueness arises: it is from 
these dilemmas that the mind takes refuge in positivistic and 
particularistic notions. 

These difficulties, it is obvious, are in general of the same 
type as those that emerged in our attempt to form an intelli¬ 
gible concept of evolution. Vagueness regarding the subject and 
end of progress is the same vagueness we found in the discussion 
of the subject and direction of evolution.* It was, indeed, because 
an intelligible concept of evolution involves an intelligible 
concept of finality and progress that our attempts to solve the 
difficulties of evolution were but tentative. The full significance 
of these problems a])pears only in these dilemmas of progress, as 
they may be called. 

The subject of a genuine progress must always be a totality 
of some sort. The connection between the concept of history 
> Chapter IX, pp. 313-13; also 331 ff. 
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and that of society, or humanity, has always been very close. 
The mere concept of a real historical becoming appears to 
make the idea of some co-existent interaction or unity between 
the members of the historical process necessary. Without the 
assumption of some such unifying bond, of a grouping that 
is at once given and which it itself is bringing to pass, all 
occasion to think of progress would be lacking. This connection 
between history and community appears in the entire course 
of Christian thinking in the form of the idea of a divine world- 
plan or destiny with which the unity of the human species 
is closely connected. This necessary connection continued in 
the thinking of eighteenth-century France and in Kant and 
his successors, and is the driving force of all historical inter¬ 
pretation to-day. 

On the other hand, what intelligible meaning can be given 
to the idea of a unity which is at once given and which it 
itself is bringing to pass? Now, it is fairly obvious that nothing 
of the nature of a completed whole can be found in a series 
of events. History, as chronology, shows no such unique social 
activity as an interpretative history assumes. No whole, as a 
subject of progress, is observable any more than a whole as 
a subject of evolution. It is by no means clear, however, as 
Bosanquet remarks, that unification may not be an empirical 
character of such events. And, indeed, such a process of 
unification we seem, with greater or less degree of certainty, 
to find. In other words, unity seems to be both the ideal and 
the actuality of historical process. 

In an earlier connection we found that mutual compene- 
tration or community is assumed to be the meaning of the 
human, social world; ancf to make such community and 
communication free from the limitations of space and time 
seems to be humanity’s ideal.* Otherwise expressed, the reality 
of non-spatial and non-temporal wholes is the presupposition 
of the communication of the meanings and values that emerge 
in space and time. It is for this reason that unity and totality 
as merely the goal of effort are unintelligible conceptions. It 
is for the same reason that to speak of a progress that was, or 
is to be, but is not now, is in the end nonsense. 

That the merely temporal view of things cannot be ultimate 
> Chapter VII, pp. 960 ff. 
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appears no less clearly in the second of these dilemmas. The 
idea of progress, as we have seen, implies an anticipation of 
the future, of a denouement, the meaning of which vacillates 
between the idea of an ever-increasing purpose and the idea 
of a limit towards which we tend—a limit imposed from without, 
and one which would not be attainable except by becoming 
a point of arrest in the sense of termination of the life and 
destiny of man. This vacillation in our thought is not to be 
wondered at; for to set before oneself as an ideal of action 
what one certainly knows to be incapable of attainment or 
accomplishment, incapable of coming to an end—-that is surely 
futile and vain. Without a best, better, or better and better, 
have no meaning. Yet when the best is reached progress is no 
more. The ideal of a state in which we shall simply rest from 
our labours proves no more satisfactory and meaningful. 

This is in principle, of course, merely a restatement of the 
paradox of finality with which we became familiar in the 
preceding chapter. Any solution of this dilemma, if it be 
solvable at all, must, therefore, be along the lines already 
indicated. I may, however, allow myself an additional remark 
regarding the special form it takes in connection with our 
ideas of historical progress, more particularly the vagueness 
that necessarily inheres in this notion. 

It is, of course, obvious that just as nothing of the nature 
of a completed whole can be found in a series of events, so 
nothing perfect may be realized in such a series. But again, 
as the speculative philosophers point out, it is not at all obvious 
that perfectibility may not be a character of such a series. It 
is suggested that “if we read perfectibility for perfection we 
may get a quasi-fulfilment which realizes all the requirements 
of progress”—of the consummation of the end and of the 
imperishable goal. Perfectibility is a character of forms of life, 
and there is nothing intrinsically unintelligible in the idea of 
such perfectibility. The extension of the notion of perfectibility 
to such universals as society or humanity involves, it is true, 
all the vagueness inherent in the limitations of our imagination, 
but there is nothing inherently incompatible in the two notions. 
To stake the intelligibility of history, and ultimately of the 
universe of which history is a part, on the realization of some 
specific far-off divine event, is, indeed, “to make it rest on a 
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de-facto sequence in the future of a partial and arbitrary type— 
a type which is, in fact, contradictory.” There is a sense in 
which “the superman makes any discussion in which he enters 
ridiculous.” There is a sense, also, in which any attempt to 
combine humanity and perfectibility has the same effect. But 
it must, also, be remembered that we are often most ridiculous 
when we try to express that which is deep! si in us. In any case, 
there is nothing contradictory nor absurd in the notion itself. 

Only in such transcendental concepts, then, can the valid 
meanings of history be expressed. But, I repeat, the penalty 
such concepts must always pay for their validity is their vague¬ 
ness. Here, too, the philosophers have constantly cried Eureka 
as they have discot'crcd one way or another in which to give 
concrete form to the idea of perfection. Here, too, we may say 
that it is a pity that they are so vague, that they differ so 
among themselves. But these difficulties in making an ending 
to history should not trouble us unduly. These differences are, 
after all, in a very real sense secondary. All agree on the general 
concept of progress as the development of the spiritual content 
of life. In the interests of an intelligible teleology, and an 
intelligible concept of progress, we are no more called upon 
to specify in advance what will be the details of a life that 
will satisfy a spiritual being as such, than we arc called upon 
to specify in advance what will be the details of a knowledge 
that will satisfy an intelligent being as such. But neither our 
inability to define completely the goal of goals as such, nor 
our not being called upon to do it in the interests of practice, 
dispenses us from goal-making. Still less does it warrant us in 
saying there is no goal. 

In a certain sense, indeed, we make our goal as we go. But 
we could not make it unless, in a sense also, we already knew 
itj and nothing is more certain in experience than that we 
have this knowledge. Nothing is more certain that that, in 
any purposeful and significant life, he who lives such a life 
constantly finds some coincidence between termination and 
end, that the envisaged goal can be found in the consummation 
even though in that consummation the goal itself is partly 
changed. But what does this mean? It means that we can 
“make endings” to our lives without fear that we shall be put 
to shame by the consummation. It implies that we do not err 
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completely if we identify our true being with our end. If we 
think out what is highest and best, we shall not err unduly 
if we make that our goal. But it means more than this. It 
means that we may form ideas of progress that are not wholly 
illusion. If we think out what is necessary to understand and 
express the highest, we shall not err if we think of that as the 
goal of the highest. 

The indubitable fact is that the life of the spirit does just 
this thing, and does it continually. For the basis of our belief 
in progress, after all, is not merely, although, perhaps, it is 
mainly, those a priori elements of value which make some form 
of finality irrefutable. It is rather experience —the knowledge, 
for one thing, that the spirit of man is able to determine when 
progress has taken place and when it is the reverse, that he 
is aware, however vaguely, of that totality, that system of values 
by which alone progress can be known. Knowing this, he is 
not only able “to heal the wounds of time,” to modify the 
historical life of man in the direction of the ideal. He is also 
able to make ever more clear and concrete the meaning of 
progress itself—to fill in the scale of values in terms of which 
that meaning is expressed. Such an idea will always have in 
it an element of the other-worldly. But that is merely because 
the very essence of significant life is life-transcendence. 


VI 

The faith in progress which marked the nineteenth century 
has been followed by the eomplete abandonment of assured 
progress, whether found in the operations of a Divine provi¬ 
dence, in the ultimate triumph of reason, or in a merely 
naturalistic evolution. Progress thus becomes only a possibility, 
and its realization depends solely on humanity’s own efforts. 
But more important than this abandonment of the element 
of necessity is the modification of the idea of progress itself. 
This idea, we are told, may itself progress until it resolves itself 
into something different—such, for instance, as the attainment 
of a new equilibriuni. 

There are two ways of expressing the idea of necessary 
progress, both of which have been found repugnant to the 
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modem mind. These are the “mechanical progress” of a Karl 
Marx or of a Herbert Spencer, and the idea of a “progressive 
copying of a goal already fixed.” The element of unintelligi¬ 
bility found in both of these ideas is summed up in the one 
Vford, futility. Why exhortation to action when the results of any 
effort we may make are inevitable anyway? W’hat point is there 
in the progressive “copying of a goal alr<'a Jy fixed” ? On such a 
view there can be no ultimate value in the goal, for by the very 
fact that it is fixed it is only there to be transcended. The only 
meaning or value must be in the process of goal-making itself. 

Now, futility is, indeed, as we have seen' in this splieic. but 
another word for unintelligibility. In it inheres that element 
of the intolerable which corresponds in the sphere of the 
axiological to the unthinkable in the sphere of pure contem¬ 
plation. If any formulation of the traditional concept of pro¬ 
gress has the taint of futility, it is by that very fart unintelligible. 
But it is a grave error to think that either of the notions thus 
found futile really represents traditional thought. 

On the other hand, it is precisely the more modern concept 
of progress (which must of necessity, if it is to be coherent, 
substitute for progress the attainment of a new equilibrium) 
that is saturated with futility. What does it matter if humanity, 
setting itself a goal, docs realize that goal, if that realization 
is but the achievement of an equilibrium, an equilibrium to 
be followed by ever new forms of equilibrium? Equilibrium is 
equilibrium. In it, properly speaking, no value distinctions can 
be made. What does it matter even if, reading value where 
we have no right to do so, we say the best is yet to be? The 
best must perish as the good, to give place to a yet better 
best, which will not have the virtue of enduring any more 
than the others. “Do we offer any real consolation to Sisyphus,” 
asks Renouvier, “by promising him an annihilation, which is 
coupled with the promise of successors capable of lifting his 
old rock higher and still higher up the fatal slope, by offering 
him the eternal falling of this rock, and successors who will be 
eternally annihilated and endlessly replaced by others?” 

Let us at least talk intelligibly. One can understand and 
sympathize with thinkers such as Schopenhauer and Tolstoy 
who deny progress utterly. They are responsible thinkers and 
• Chapter X,^pp. 334 ff. 
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know what they are doing. It is asking too much, however, 
even of a philosopher, to have patience with these weasel 
words with which our present thinUng is afflicted. This vague¬ 
ness began when, following Auguste Comte, we moderns began 
to talk of progress as the aim of the historical life of man. 
Progress is meaningless without the idea of a goal or aim; 
but we are now called upon to understand our aims in terms 
of progress. We make our hopes of the goal, our very con¬ 
ception of it, and so the goal itself, as we go. An essential 
incoherence! For if we explain our values away in terms of 
anything else, even of progress, they cease to be our values. 
But this was only the beginning of a process by which gradually 
all the meat has been sucked out of the idea of progress, a 
process which has reached the acme of incoherence in the idea 
of progress as something which depends wholly on humanity’s 
own efforts. This is obviously but the expression in another 
form of the idea of “a reality that creates itself gradually,” and 
shares all its inlierent unintelligibility. 

The truth is that the notion of progress is transcendental or 
metaphysical, or it is nothing at all. We modems have been 
trying to retain the concept without acknowledging the absolute 
value it implies, and the ultimate metaphysical problems it 
involves. The development of the human spirit has, it is true, 
no absolutely reliable means in this world. A thousand different 
and often mutually inimical evolutionary processes cross one 
another. But the real aim of the spirit does not lie wholly in 
this world. Only if metaphysical being and becoming are 
synchronized completely would this be the case. 

Finally, then, it is because progress is a transcendental con¬ 
cept that no intelligible idea of it can be formed without 
reference to the whole system of philosophical concepts. Prob¬ 
lems of progress pass over inevitably into problems of ultimate 
destiny and immortality, because an intelligible concept of 
progress cannot be formed without the idea of conservation. 
Problems of progress pass necessarily over into problems of 
system, because an intelligible concept of progress implies an 
over-temporal system of values and validities. The first of these 
more ultimate problems is treated in the next chapter on “The 
New Gotterdammerung "; the second, in the concluding chapter 
of this book, on the “System of Philosophy.” 



CHAPTER XII 


THE NEW GOTTERDAMMERUNG: DEGRADATION 
AND VALUE 

There is no Entropy of Being. 

SiMMEL 

For a philosophy that knows its business, the Law of Degradation makes 
no difference. 

Bosanq^uet 


I 

The problem of worla destiny has again entered the fore¬ 
ground of human interest and reflection in the form of a 
magnificcut dysteleology, the Second Law of Thermodynamics, 
the Law of Entropy.' The pre-eminent significance which 
this principle has for speculative philosophy is understandable. 
While not a doctrine of “last things” in the absolute sense, it 
is certainly such a doctrine in a sense sufficient to affect 
vitally our interpretation of reality and its significance. The 
thinking which thinks this principle into the universe is not— 
and cannot be—a wert-freies Denken. It reintroduces finality into 
the world picture—even if it is, as I have said, a magnificent 
dysteleology. Dysteleolog)' is a form of teleology, just as 
meaninglessness is always negative meaning and negative 
value a form of value. In a very important sense, on this view, 
the gates of the future are shut. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that attitudes towards this, 
conception are in a sense diagnostic for philosophical inter¬ 
pretation. It is also not surprising that the entire range of 
variation in philosophical attitude and interpretation is 
reflected in the reactions to it. They vary all the way from 
the mood of exaltation to that of unyielding despair; from 
those who see in it a challenge requiring an entire recon¬ 
struction of the humanistic sciences, and, correspondingly, of 
our philosophy of humanity and history, to those who hold 
that for a philosopher who “knows his business” it makes no 
difference. 

* More accurately, of course, the law of increasing entropy. 
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Clearly such variation must be due in part—as it, indeed, 
is—to difference of opinion as to the range of the implication 
and the validity of the \zw itself. But it is also due to wide 
differences in general philosophical attitude. A philosophy, for 
instance, which, like James’s Meliorism, makes enormous 
drafts upon the future, must take such a conception very 
seriously, as, indeed, his correspondence with Henry Adams 
shows. On the other hand, to one in whose philosophy the 
future is not given a privileged position, its implications are 
of but relative importance. In any case, we have in the 
philosophical evaluation of this cosmological principle a key 
to much that is most s'gnificant in modern thought. The 
relation of the historical process to the cosmic process is, as 
we have seen in the last chapter, from one point of view, at 
least, the key question of metaphysics. It is, at least, the point 
at which the question of the intelligibility or unintelligibility 
of a philosophy attains maximum significance. 


II 

This problem we may, perhaps, get before us most vividly 
in the words of Mr. Henry Adams, to whom this law of 
thermodynamics presents modern thought with an ultimate 
dilemma.' “The universe,” Mr. Adams tells us, “has been 
terribly narrowed by thermodynamics.” Already history and 
sociology “gasp for breath.” Assuming that the humanistic 
sciences are gasping for breath (or if they are not they ought 
to be), it is easy to see why Mr. Adams finds it so. Both of 
them of necessity, whether they recognize it explicitly or not, 
ply their trades on the implicit assumption that history and 
social life are the expression or realization of some meaning. 
Otherwise history is “but sound and fury, signifying nothing.” 

The life-blood of history (and of sociology—as a humanistic 
science, at least) has been the postulation of a law of progress. 
This postulate has included two elements—the one the element 
of direction towards an end, the other the identification of 
this end with incre^e of value. For Adams degradation of 
energy means an end true enough, a direction, but it also 
* T/te Degradation ((f Democratic Dogma (1919), p. 361. 
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means inevitably decrease of value. Accordingly, modem 
thought is faced with this dilemma. Either this law must be 
abandoned in respect to vital and human phenomena alto¬ 
gether, for the entire realm in which meanings and values 
appear, or “vital energy” must “abandon reason entirely in 
one of its forms” and go over frankly to anti-intellectualism 
and mysticism. In either case we must fiankly face dualism 
in the sciences and, a fortiori^ in philosophy.* 

All this, to be sure, presupposes the conception of history 
developed in the preceding chapter. There might be, indeed, 
a sociology, and in a sense a history, of a race “going to the 
dogs.” If there is any value movement at all the process can 
be made intelligible in a sense. This is, of course, the sort of 
history that Henry Adams writes. But if history is w’hat we 
have found it to be. we appear to be faced with the above 
dilemma. Whether this dilemma is ultimate or rot, we at least 
see where the problem of the present chapter lies. It is to be 
found in a fundamental contradiction, apparent or real, 
between a “law of value” and a “law of exi tence”—one of 
those contradictions that constitute the genuinely axiological 
intolerable, the unintelligible in the ultimate sense. Our task 
is, accordingly, twofold. In the first place, to examine the law 
of Entropy itself—its validity and its implications; and, 
secondly, to examine the relation of the ultimate laws of value, 
on which finality and progress rest, with this cosmic law. 


Ill 

_ 0 

The reason for this supposed dilemma, it must be pointed 
out at once, is that this so-called law of thermodynamics is 
itself a historical principle, and, like any history, essentially 
metaphysical in its implications. With it a historical element 
has been introduced into physics, and, in so far as this law is 
made a basis for any interpretation of life and destiny, brings 
it into relation to principles of life and of history. 

It is important to emphasize the historical character of 
this law for several reasons. In the first place, it is in no 
sense a completion of the physical picture of the world as 

> Op. cit., p. 363. 
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developed by physical science, no perfection of the ideal of 
description which mechanics and physics have followed. It is 
rather essentially a disturbance of that picture—perhaps, as 
it has been suggested, its ultimate destruction. The historical 
element thus introduced into physics, for one thing, belongs 
to an entirely different order of ideas from the essentially 
non-historic concept of the conservation of energy, a leap into 
another order which threatens the internal coherence of the 
science. The sense of this precarious situation on the part of 
some physicists is indicated by attempts made to escape the 
logic of the theory by these very physicists themselves. 

It is for this very reason, the historical character of this 
law, that the principle is generally recognized as, in the 
words of Bergson, “the most metaphysical of all the principles 
of nature.” But it is, perhaps, not generally recognized how far 
this significance extends. 

It is metaphysical, in the first place, because, as Henry 
Adams indicates, it is a law that stretches the tentacles of its 
implications far beyond the physical realm into that of life, 
mind, and history, squeezing the breath out of them. Ostensibly 
it expresses merely the fact that all forms of energy have the 
tendency to be degraded into heat, and that heat tends to be 
distributed among bodies in a uniform manner. Actually it 
also tells us that changes that are visible and heterogeneous 
will be more and more diluted into changes that are invisible 
and homogeneous, and that the instability to which we owe 
the richness and variety of the changes taking place in our 
solar system will gradually give way to the relative stability 
of elementary vibration continually and perpetually repeated.* 

The law of degradation is metaphysical because it thus 
involves a judgment of totality—it applies not only to energy, 
but to the “world” process. It is metaphysical also because it 
includes the element of irreversible direction and thus makes 
of the world process a “unique event.” But even more than 
this it purports to tell us specifically the direction in which 
the world is going, and so, by implication at least, something 
about a beginning and end. That this law involves a doctrine 
of first and last things is a point that should be made more clear. 

' This is true, of course, of only closed and purely physical systems. But more 
of this later. 
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Already, in our discussion of space and time, we found that 
there is an inherent difficulty in the idea of a becoming 
without beginning and end. Those thinkers who have assumed 
the spatial endlessness of the universe have always realized 
that it is impossible to reconcile with this idea the notion that 
one direction in the universe could be distinguished from 
another. This general difficulty becomes specific and ines¬ 
capable when, as according to the law of entropy, anything 
like a definite direction in the universe becomes an established 
fact. For among the numerous quantitative aspects of physical 
phenomena in which the totality of the universe can be 
numerically expressed—as, for instance, the average tempera¬ 
ture, the average density, etc.—there is one, so this law 
informs us, that can change only in one direction, and in 
this case, with the continuance of time, become greater and 
greater. The physical quantity called entropy can only increase, 
never decrease, and the amount of available energy must 
correspondingly decrease. 

This idea of a definite direction is, I repeat, an essentially 
metaphysical conception, for it implies the idea of beginning 
in time. The idea of the “ageing of the world” expresses itself 
in the fact that with the occurrence of physical events the 
relation of the energy still usable to the total available energy 
becomes smaller and smaller. When, for example, at any 
particular time of the world process, 40 per cent, of the total 
constant is available, it follows that at another moment of 
time, separated from the first by enormous yet still finite 
time, the available energy would be only 35 per cent. The 
decrease of this relation takes place constantly, and indeed, 
as physics teaches, the more Vapidly, the greater the supply 
of available energy is. Accordingly, the farther back into the 
past we look, the greater this relation must have been. If it 
is now, for example, 40 per cent., it must have been at an 
earlier time 41 per cent. Consequently, the relation at some 
finite time must have been 100 per cent.—at a time, in fact, 
at the most sixty times as great as the time in which the 
relation sank to i per cent. But now comes the important 
point. Beyond this time we cannot follow the world process 
into the past. For the relation expressed in the law of increase 
of entropy could never have been more than 100 per cent.— 
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the part can never be greater than the whole. Consequently, 
the available energy of the universe could never be greater 
than the constant total. Since, however, available energy is 
still present in the universe, we must conclude that the world 
process could not have subsisted eternally, but that it has had 
a beginning, a beginning perhaps immeasurably remote, but 
none the less in finite time. 

From considerations such as these it is clear that it is the 
historical character of the law of the degradation of energy 
that makes it metaphysical. It is this character, threatening 
as it does to disturb the unhistorical world picture of the 
mechanical sciences, that raises significant problems for science 
itself. 

It is easily understandable that this disturbance of the 
scientific world picture is not wholly welcome to scientists, as 
its apparent implications are unwelcome to the philosopher. 
More particularly, there is more or less of a tendency to avoid 
the almost instinctive logic that seems necessarily to connect 
the idea of end with that of beginning, to avoid the meta¬ 
physical or even supernatural explanation of the world process 
which seems involved. Many have, therefore, sought ways out 
of the difficulty. In principle, they consist chiefly in disavowing 
the metaphysical character of the law; or, in other words, 
in maintaining that what is merely a description must not be 
turned into a dogma; and, above all, that the concept of 
degradation of energy must not be changed into that of 
degradation of the universe. 

The easiest way of avoiding these difficulties consists in the 
simple denial of the universal validity of the principle of 
entropy. It is admitted that it is valid for that part of the 
universe which is open to our observation, but the possibility 
is left open, it is held, that, in addition to the systems in 
space in which the entropy increases, there may also be such 
in which the entropy decreases. It would then be possible that 
the total sum of entropy, like that of energy, would remain 
constant. On the other hand, it is also possible to contest the 
universal validity of the principle of entropy in time. On this 
view the assumption is made ffiat we live in a time in which 
the world, in consequence of the increase of entropy or 
degradation of energy, approaches the dissipation of warmth 
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and death; but it is held to be possible that, after the entropy 
maximum is attained, there will follow the period of entropy 
increase a period of entropy decrease, and that this oscillation 
occurs throughout eternity. We have, then, the doctrine of 
world cycles in a new form. 

While this is an easy way to escape the difficulties suggested 
it is not a wholly satisfactory way. The doors of the future 
are still open on this assumption. But for the alternative 
hypothesis which the denial of the universal validity of the 
law makes possible there is, of course, no secure basis in 
experience.* As hypotheses they are scientifically uncontrol¬ 
lable, and it becomes really a matter of simple choice whether 
we choose this position or that of a supernatural or meta¬ 
physical cause. 


IV 

The challenge which the principle of the degradation of 
energy presents to the humanistic thinker is really a challenge 
only in case it involves the idea of the degradation of the 
universe. The second law of thermodynamics is significant for 
philosophical interpretation only in case it is metaphysical. 
Either the law is metaphysical, involving the whole of reality, 
vital and mental—the realm in which meaning and value 
appear—and we must, then, draw the consequences that Adams 
draws; or we must abandon it in the sphere of “vital energy,’’ 
with the consequent dualism of existence and value. There 
is, according to him, but one limitation to be put upon this 
dilemma, and that is a very serious restriction which concerns 
the limitations of science itself. 

It is to the “limits of science,” accordingly, that most 
philosophers have appealed in the attempt to turn the edge 
of this dilemma. It would be difficult to count the number 
of those who have quoted the warning of Lotze against 
crediting as a prophetic announcement with regard to the 

> It is, perhaps, unnecessary to mention specifically such alternative hypotheses 
as, for instance, {a) Clerk Maxwell’s “demon,” which is virtually the activity 
of intelligence; or {b) the possible capacity of vital and psychical processes to 
resist the processes of degradation (Bergson). 

CG 
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future, those ingenious calculations which draw conclusions 
as to the final state of the world from our experimental know¬ 
ledge of the economy of heat. In strict logic, it is true that 
such pessimistic conclusions follow only if we assume that the 
given conditions are the only ones to be taken into account, 
while such an assumption is arbitrary. We may even go so 
far as to say that, “although we may use the symbolism of 
the degradation of energy, we must not take it too seriously 
and degrade the world system as well. This system does not 
begin with mere motions of mass particles, and it does not 
end in heat—that is, movements distributed in a uniform way 
among such particles. Situations of this class belong to the 
‘Neverland’ of abstractions and representative fictions.” 

Such answers to the challenge of the new Gdtterddmmerung, as 
Spengler calls it, are always possible. To one who takes this 
critical attitude towards science it would also be possible to 
say, with a show of reason, that to the philosopher who knows 
his business this law makes no difference. And to such a 
limitation science itself is scarcely in a position to take seiious 
exception. On this, as on all ult mate and significant ques i ns, 
“science” is thoroughly ambiguous. On this very question of 
energetics itself there are two entirely different positions. The 
doctrine of energy, in its most modern phases, has developed 
in two directions: it has run into a metaphysics in the hands 
of Ostwald and thinkers of his type, and into a wholly 
mathematical formalism in the hands of Duhem and those 
of his way of thinking. For the latter science is mere descrip¬ 
tion, and the language of science is symbolical. It disclaims 
wholly all ontological language. 

To this critical attitude of the philosopher science as such 
is, accordingly, in no position to take serious exception. It is, 
indeed, possible—and I myself believe, as do many—that this 
extension of the law of the economy of heat to the universe 
as a whole is based upon assumptions far from unquestionable, 
and is likely to pass, if it has not already passed, in the form 
so common in the last decades. > Until science is agreed in its 

> Thus, according to some, the Einstein theory enables us to avoid such 
cosmological consequences. Harald K. Schjelderup, for instance, writes as 
follows: “As” (in the theory of relativity) “the sphere surface, so is the universe 
a finite quantity, but unlimited. Through this conception,” he continues, “a big 
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assumptions regarding space and time—until, in general, it 
knows what it is and what it really wants—philosophical 
interpretation is always in a position to insist upon the essential 
irrelevance of this law. 

But this doctrine of irrelevance turns out in actual thinking 
to be far from satisfactory. And the reason for this is the fact 
that there persists in our thinking something that lies very 
much deeper than this particular law of physics—^something 
which, moreover, whether we wish it or not, turns it into a 
metaphysical conception. This is nothing less than the element 
of history and direction that must inevitably be read into the 
universe in so far as the universe is viewed as a temporal process. 

Let us put this more concretely. Just as some notion of 
development, evolution, progress will always be part of the 
form of an intelligible world, so such a world will always have 
to take account of the processes of devolution, dissipation, and 
decay, no matter whether they be formulated in terms of this 
generalization of physics or not. There will always be this 
motif in the symphony of philosophy, whether it be in terms 
of this new Gotterdammerung or of one as old as the oldest 
mythology. Whatever formulation of this motif may come 
with changes in our scientific concepts, some formulation 
there will always be, and philosophy will have the problem 
of its interpretation. It is for this reason that the second law 
of thermodynamics cannot be wholly irrelevant to philosophy. 
Some attitude towards, some interpretation of, this principle 
must find its place in any form of modern philosophy. 

difficulty attached to our world image is solved. As long as the Euclidian 
geometry was regarded as holding true for the world space, it seemed that the 
physicist had to regard this as infinite. This infinite universe, however, he could 
not—if he presupposed the validity of Newton’s gravitation law—regard as 
being filled with an infinite number of heavenly bodies. While, then, the universe 
was thought infinite, the material world had to be thought of as finite. The star 
world had to be imagined as a finite island in the infinite ocean of space. This 
conception was not, however, very satisfactory. The energy of the universe had 
to be regarded as spread out little by little and lost in the infinite space, without 
ever returning to the material world. The universe would, by and by, have to 
die out completely. 

“Through Einstein’s theory we evade such a conclusion. Also, applied to the 
world as a whole, then, the relativity theory seems to lead to more satisfactory 
conclusions than the earlier conception.” 

See his article, “The Theory of Relativity and its Bearing on Epistemology,” 
Thi Scandinavian lUviiw, September 1922, p. 40. 
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V 

Let us examine, now, the philosophical attitudes toward this 
law which assume its metaphysical character—^which recognize 
in it a direction in which the world is actually going. The 
problem for philosophical interpretation is, then, rather this: 
Assuming it to be “true” in the ordinary sense of the word, 
what difference does it make? 

The popular philosophy of the nineteenth century has made 
enormous drafts on the future, and the form which these 
drafts have taken is the belief in universal, necessary progress. 
How far those drafts can be honoured in a universe that is 
growing old is one way in which the problem may be put. 
Another way of stating it is this. A law of progress is a necessary 
presupposition of an intelligible history and sociology. But in 
a world so conceived progress can be only an illusion, or at 
best of a very limited significance. 

There are those, to be sure, who tell us that there is no 
incompatibility between the law of progress and the law of 
degradation, because the possibility of progress is guaranteed 
by the high probability, based upon astrophysics, of a virtually 
infinite time to progress in. While science assures us of the 
ageing and death of our universe, it also assures us that the 
stability of the present condition of the solar system is certified 
for many myriads of years to come. Whatever gradual modifi¬ 
cations of climate there may be, the plants will not cease to 
support life within a period of time which transcends the 
efforts of the imagination. “As time is the very condition of 
the possibility of progress,” writes Bury, “it is obvious that 
it would be valueless if there were any cogent reasons for 
supposing that the time at the disposal of humanity is likely 
to reach a limit in the near future. ... It would be a delicate 
matter to decide what is the minimum period of time which 
must be assured to man for his future development in order 
that progress should possess value and appeal to the emotions. 

. . . But this psychological question need not be decided, for 
the reasons stated above.”* 

It is difficult to take an argument of this sort seriously. 
According to this line of reasoning the question we are ‘ 

* The Idea of Progress, p. 5. 
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considering is a “psychological” one. As a matter of fact, it is 
a question of quite a different order—^in the terms with which 
we have become familiar, an axiological one. There is, to be 
sure, an element of truth here. For the imaginations of beings 
of our time-span the extinction of life contemplated can have 
little or no emotional meaning. In comparison with the short 
life in which our ends are to be phenomenally realized, in 
comparison also, perhaps, with the times in which movements 
of civilization and culture work themselves out, tlie terminus 
as set by the speculations of physics is irrelevant. But if our 
distinction between the psychologically and the axiologically 
intolerable has any validity, all this is beside the mark. For a 
concept of progress to be intelligible it is not sufficient that 
it shall involve merely an indefinite evolution ins blaue hinein. 
Intelligible evolution involves perpetual surpassing, but it also 
involves a perpetual conservation—not only a goal, but an 
imperishable goal. A more significant statement of the position 
we are examining will, however, bring out the point of our 
criticism more fully. 

“From our point of view,” writes Bernhard Brunhes, “the 
principle of the degradation of energy would prove nothing 
against the fact of evolution. The progressive transformation 
of species, the realization of more perfect organisms, contains 
nothing contrary to the idea of the constant loss of useful 
energy. . . . On one side, therefore, the world wears out; on 
the other side, the appearance on the earth of living beings 
more and more elevated, and, in a slightly different order of 
ideas, the development of civilization in human society, 
undoubtedly give the impression of a progress and a gain. 
Only the vast and grandiose conceptions of the imaginative 
philosophers who erect into an absolute principle the law of 
universal progress could no longer hold against the most 
fundamental ideas that physics reveal to us.”‘ 

With this “impression of progress” we ought, perhaps, to 
be s&tMied—psychologically, at least. But we are not satisfied, 
and the reason we are not becomes clear when we realize 
that, as the writer of the preceding candidly admits, the 
impression of gain is really an illusion, for the gain is really 
derived from an order due to the levelling of energies, from 
' Bernhard Brunhet, Degradation (Paris, 1908), p. 193. 
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an order consequent upon the dissolution of a higher order 
which had supplied, by lowering its inequalities, all the useful 
energies that caused progress. The reality behind the illusion 
is, therefore, absence of power to do useful work—or what 
man knows in his finite sensibilities as death.* 

The preceding remarks give the key to the apparent oppo¬ 
sition between the doctrine of evolution and the principle of 
degradation of energy. Physical science presents to us the 
picture of a “world” that is unceasingly wearing itself out. 
A philosophy which claims to derive support from biology, on 
the contrary, complacently paints a world steadily improving— 
in which life goes on, always growing perfect to the point of 
reaching full consciousness of itself in man, and where no 
limit seems imposed to eternal progress. Surely such compro¬ 
mises as those suggested in the preceding paragraphs are 
impossible—impossible because they are essentially unintelli¬ 
gible. The irresponsible conceptions of popular thought and 
the vast and grandiose conceptions of the imaginative philo¬ 
sophers may, indeed, require considerable revision, but that 
revision can scarcely go so far as to transform the idea of 
progress beyond all possibility of recognition. A reconciliation 
of progress with dissipation which first turns progress into an 
illusion is one that has little to offer us in the way of an 
intelligible philosophical conception. 

It is entirely understandable, therefore, that such compro- 
xnises as these should not prove wholly satisfactory—^neither 
to those who, taking time seriously, are compelled to make 
enormous drafts on the future, nor to those who, not taking 
time so seriously perhaps, make their drafts on that which 
is timeless. Even if the possibility of world progress is guaran¬ 
teed by the “world bank” for many myriad of years to come 
(whatever that guarantee may be worth), the certainty of 
failure to come would dwarf those years into insignificance. 
There is one thing that would remain for ever intolerable, 
though its realization were thought of as thousands or myriads 
of years distant: it is the thought that humanity with all its 
intellectual and moral toil will vanish without leaving a trace, 
and that not even a memory of it will endure in any mind. 
The drafts which we make in our moral postulates cannot 

* Op. eU,, p. 53. 
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be estimated in years, no matter how loosely we play with 
them. The world bank is the one bank of which it may be 
said that, if it is ultimately insolvent, it has always been so. 


VI 

With regard to the dilemma presented by the principle of 
degradation, there are, we have seen, according to Mr. Adams, 
only two possibilities: either to accept it for the world of life 
and mind, of history and values, and to draw his pessimistic 
conclusions; or else to reject it in the realm of history and 
values, and thus to hand life and mind over to the irrational. 
Now, as it happens, there have been recently two thinkers 
who have respectively accepted each one of these two horns 
of the dilemma, but in neither case have the pessimistic nor 
irrationalistic conclusions been drawn. On the one hand, 
Wilhelm Ostwald accepts the application of the law to the 
realm of life, mind, and values, but maintains that, far from 
its being inimical to the realm of values, it is only on the 
basis of this second law of thermodynamics that the world 
of values becomes intelligible. William James, on the other 
hand, attempts to meet the situation by accepting the principle, 
but showing that, save as it sets a terminus, it is wholly 
irrelevant to history. It will be worth our while to consider 
briefly both of these attempted solutions. They illustrate 
perfectly the only logical or axiological possibilities open to a 
philosophy that identifies becoming with being. 

In a paper entitled “The Energetic Imperative” Ostwald 
insists that the principles of energetics, including the first 
and second laws of thermodynamics, must be applied univer¬ 
sally to life and mind.* He exults in the thought that “natural 
science has at last been able to seize from its conservative 
guardians the world of values, hitherto conceived as the 
exclusive possession of the Geisteswissenschaften." For him there 
can be no compromise between physics and history; energetics 
must be extended to life and mind. But such extension is 
not inimical. “Far from this,” he continues, “we infer the 

* Wilhelm Ostwald, Der Energetische Imperative, 1912. Also article, “Wilhelm 
Ostwald,” in PhUosophe der Gegenwart in Selbstdarstellungen, 1923, vol. iv. 
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all'important opposite conclusion that the entire world of ends 
and values rises from the law of dissipation as its deepest 
source.” 

The title of the paper gives the clue to his meaning. He 
recognizes that an imperative is the essence of the life of 
values—that, further, all imperatives, however formulated, 
embody the idea of a maximization of good or value, whether 
that maximization is conceived as universalization, increase 
of pleasure, of cosmic energy, or what not.* He recognizes 
also that no imperative has any significance except as there 
is possibility of fulfilment. In other words—and this is the 
important point for our present purpose—Ostwald accepts 
‘‘the dialectic of valuation,” the irrefutable element in finality 
as we have developed it in a preceding chapter.* Is, now, 
such an imperative, such finality, possible in a world where 
the law of dissipation rules? It is, he holds, not only possible, 
but it is only in such a world that it has any meaning. 

It is ordinarily assumed that between these principles and 
the law of degradation there can only be contradiction. Far 
from this being the case, it is, according to Ostwald, on the 
truth of the law of dissipation that these principles depend. 
It is at once obvious, as, indeed, we have already seen, that 
the principle of maximization of value is up to a point con¬ 
sistent with the law of dissipation. Evolution, progress, in a 
limited sense, contains nothing contrary to the idea of a 

* The moral imperative itself, Ostwald believes, may be adequately formulated 
in terms of energetics. Act so that thou mayest transform the raw energies of 
life into higher with the greatest economy {Giiter-verhaltnissc), So the formula 
runs. That it will be received with scorn and even disgust, he is well aware, for 
“it smells of the technical.** But it really embodies, he thinks, that which is 
essential in all significant moral acts. Whatever doubts we may have as to the 
adequacy of the formula to express fully the meaning of the moral imperative 
we may afford to pass over, for it docs involve in its own way the two funda¬ 
mental principles of valuation from which all imperatives spring. Transformation 
of lower into higher forms involves an order of rank, a scale of values. From 
what does this order depend? Obviously, he answers, from the extent to whxh 
the energy is humanized, that is adapted to human ends, as, for instance, when 
bread represents a higher form of energy than wood, although both are chemically 
very similar. Transformation of lower into higher with a maximization of value 
does involve the principle of increase or maximization which, as Brentano 
rightly said, is the one self-evident moral law. Now, it is precisely the fate of 
these two principles in a world where the law of dissipation rules that is the 
question at issue. 

» Chapter X, p. 342. ^ 
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constant loss of useful energy. Similarly, transformation of the 
raw energies of life into higher forms with the maximum 
economy is entirely possible in a world where the sum-total 
of the energies thus available is constantly decreasing. We can 
make the best of a world going to the dogs. But Ostwald’s 
point is a more fundamental one than this —namely, the essential 
compatibility between the fundamental postulate of value and 
this fundamental law of existence is much more deep-seated. 

The point which attracts Ostwald’s attention is one which 
has been emphasized by others, notably Royce—the fact, 
namely, that the law of dissipation, or of the irreversible 
series, is the one aspect of reality in which matter and mind, 
nature and humanity, pre-eminently meet. The irreversibility 
of the time process is the deepest fact. From this essentially 
metaphysical character of reality an idealism such as Royce’s 
may draw the moral that the distinction which common sense 
and science draw between nature and mind is but appearance. 
The moral for Ostwald is that irreversible process is the law 
or postulate of values, and therefore, since it is also the deepest 
law of nature, nature cannot be inimical to values.* 

First of all, irreversibility of value series is the fundamental 
law of valuation and values. Values are related to each other 
in various ways. A may be a value because B is (relation of 
means to ends, or a relation of part to whole); A may be a 
value because it can be exchanged for B or transformed into B. 
Now these relations are by their very nature irreversible. 
That is, if A is a value because B is, B cannot in the same 
respect be a value because A is. If A is of more value than B, 
so that preference or exchange may take place, B cannot in 
the same respect be of more value than A. This is very simple 
and very formal, this law of irreversible process in valuation, 
but it means much—^it means that this irreversible character 
is part of the “essentials of value as such.”* 

But Ostwald goes farther, and insists that all action would 
be futile if this necessary law of valuation did not find itself 
in harmony with a similar law of irreversible process in the 


* Whether this irreversibility of the time process w the world’s deepest fact 
we shall consider later (p. 422). Here we are concerned merely with the argument 
built by Ostwald on this assumption. 

^ Chapter X, pp. 336 ff. 
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world in which actions take place and values are realized. 
“And to recognize this from another side,” he continues, “let 
us think for a moment that the law of dissipation of energy 
were not valid, that therefore the happenings did not have 
to take place in one way, in the sense of increasing dissipation, 
but permitted themselves to be turned about. In general it 
would be a matter of indifference what we did, since all could 
be or would be brought back to the earlier condition.” Thus 
when Mephistopheles sees all his efforts in vain at the con¬ 
clusion o(Faust, he cries, “How much labour vainly employed!” 
But if the world processes were reversible, he would have 
merely to let the scene with the angels take place in the 
opposite direction in order to make good his stupidity. The 
entire world of ends and values disappears on the assumption 
of the reversible process. 

Enough has been said, I think, to indicate why it has 
seemed, at least, possible to infer “the all-important opposite 
conclusion that the entire world of ends and values rises from 
the law of dissipation as its deepest source.” But enough has 
also been said, I think, to suggest the doubts that must arise 
as to the satisfkctoriness of the solution. Nietzsche, to be sure, 
far from finding the law of value incompatible with the 
reversed process, actually found in our ability to contemplate 
the eternal recurrence of our acts the ultimate criterion of 
their value. Perhaps the law of value lies deeper than any 
formulation of Ostwald’s. But that is not the point that we 
wish to emphasize at the moment. It is rather an important 
question which Ostwald himself has apparently overlooked— 
namely, whether the increase and conservation of value 
possible in a world where the law of dissipation is the “deepest 
law” are the same as the increase and conservation postulated 
in the world of ends and values. This the most superficial 
reflection compels us to deny. 

The law of dissipation, if we ascribe metaphysical signifi¬ 
cance to it, as Ostwald does, has two aspects. On the one 
hand, there is the law of irreversible process, as the deepest 
fact of nature and of life; on the other hand, there is the idea 
of a terminus to which the irreversible process leads. In a 
world in which the irreversible process is the deepest fact 
there is, indeed, an element of conservation. But what is it 
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that is conserved? In the sphere of energy it means merely 
absence of change in quantity-a notion wholly compatible 
with change, and even loss, in qualities and values. The fact 
of irreversible process is no guarantee of conservation in this 
sphere. It is, indeed, rather possible to say that conservation 
in this latter sense is scarcely compatible with any philosophy 
that identifies becoming completely with being. It is customary 
to say that the past is conserved by being taken up and 
absorbed in the future. But this is in part, at least, merely 
words; for if change is the ultimate fact the past is largely 
dropped out and gone. Conservation as contemplated by 
Ostwald, we may say without hesitation, is far from identical 
with conservation as contemplated by the “law of value.” 
More than this, the law of dissipation not only establishes a 
direction, a direction made possible by its irreversible char¬ 
acter, but it also sets a terminus. It is this terminus which 
Ostwald entirely ignores. Intelligible progress implies a direc¬ 
tion and a goal, but it also implies an imperishable goal. If 
dissipation is the deepest source of the world of ends and 
values, the goal of that world is a perishable goal. 


VII 

Now, it is precisely this aspect of the metaphysical inter¬ 
pretation of the law of dissipation that has attracted the 
attention of William James. Finding, as he does, the whole 
meaning of philosophical conceptions in their meliorism, he 
is committed to the belief that the ideal is in the future. 
Although, perhaps, not guilty of the futuristic fallacy that 
whatever comes next must be better, still the better must be 
found in the future or not at all. Moreover, although a 
pragmatist, he is not quite guilty of that kind of reasoning 
which sees in the problem merely the psychological question 
of how much time must be assured to man for progress to 
possess meaning and value. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
he found it necessary to try to turn the edge of the law of 
degradation, and that in his replies to Henry Adams, in which 
the attempt is made, a distinct note of irritation should appear.* 

' Letter to Henry Adams, found in vol. ii of William James’s Letters, p. 344. 
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The point of James’s contention is that the second law of 
thermodynamics is irrelevant to history save as it sets a terminus^ 
and this fact of terminus makes no difference to the meaning and value 
of history and the truth of progress. 

As might be expected, James does not accept whole¬ 
heartedly the metaphysical character of this law, but he 
argues on the basis of its acceptance. “It is customary for 
gentlemen to pretend to believe one another, and until someone 
has a new and more revolutionary concept, which may be 
to-morrow, all physicists must play the game by holding 
religiously to the above doctrine. It involves, of course, the 
ultimate cessation of all perceptible happening and the end 
of human history. With this general conception ... no one 
can find any fault—in the present state of scientific conven¬ 
tions and fashions.” But granting its metaphysical character, 
he finds it necessary to protest against certain interpretations 
of the great statistical drift downwards of the great original 
high level of energy. 

The second law is, he contends, wholly irrelevant to history, 
save as it sets a terminus, and all that the second law says is 
that, whatever the history is, it must invest itself between 
that initial maximum and the terminal minimum in energy level. 
Generalizing this, he proceeds to the conclusion: the second 
law is wholly irrelevant to the realm of values. “The clock 
of the universe is running down,” let us suppose, “and by so 
doing makes the hands move. The energy absorbed by the 
hands and the mechanical work they do is the same day 
after day, no matter how far the weights have descended 
from the position they were originally wound up to. The 
history which the hands perpetiate has nothing to do with the 
quantity of the work, but follows the significance of the figures 
which they cover on the dial. If they move from o to I2, 
there is progress; if from 12 to o, there is decay. . . .” In 
other words, if we may be permitted to paraphrase, it is the 
irreversible order of value, itself not temporal, that gives 
meaning to history, not the temporal process of the statistical 
drift. 

But now comes the point on which all hinges. In his pecu¬ 
liarly vivid way James proceeds: “Though the ultimate state 
of the universe may be its vital and physical extinction, there 
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is nothing in physics to interfere with the hypothesis that 
the penultimate state might be the millennium—in other 
words, a state in which a minimum of difference of energy 
level might have its exchanges so skilfully canalized that a 
maximum of happy and virtuous conduct would be the only 
result. In short, the last expiring pulsation of the universe’s 
life might be, T am so happy and perfect that I can stand it 
no longer.’ You don’t believe it, and I don’t say I do, but I 
can find nothing in Energetik to conflict with its possibility.” 

It is doubtful, perhaps, whether this can be taken as more 
than an eloquent gesture, of a piece with those gestures which 
modernism in general is so fond of making. But if it is some¬ 
thing more, the significance of this attempt to turn the edge 
of the law of dissipation—at least, for our purposes—scarcely 
allows of exaggeration. The drafts which meliorism makes 
upon the future can then be honoured, even if physical and 
vital extinction is the universe’s doom. Provided the principle 
of the maximization of value is realized, it makes no difference 
whether the value is conserved or not. What, we may well 
ask, is the inner meaning of such a position as this? It means, 
I think, only one of two things. Either that conservation is 
not a necessary part of the meaning of progress, that realiza¬ 
tion and conservation can be separated in thought, or else 
it means that value is in some way independent of the temporal 
process. 

The second of these alternatives we can scarcely suppose 
James seriously to have entertained. While it has much in 
common with the most exalted insights of traditional thought, 
it is hardly in tone with a-pragmatical philosophy. It is 
suspiciously like those much berated philosophies that solve 
problems by escaping into the realm of timeless values. It is 
surely only the first alternative that James would consider. 

This idea that conservation is not a necessary part of the 
idea of progress is but one aspect of a much deeper and more 
widespread feeling of our time -namely, that conservation is 
not a necessary part of the essentials of value. Value, it is said, 
is not absolutely dependent upon its own conservation. It is 
what it is. “That which we treasure as beautiful and good 
may retain its value, whatever fate be its lot and whatever 
shadows may darken its fatll. A thought is not necessarily less 
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true, nor a feeling less pure and noble, because it must pay its 
debt to time. Should it be the fate of the good and beautiful 
to perish, would it therefore be less good and beautiful?” 

I do not wish to deny a certain nobility in such sentiments, 
but this does not prevent me from feeling that they are essen¬ 
tially unintelligible—a feeling which, I am sure, would be 
shared by the plain man and traditional philosophy alike. I 
seem to detect something of this feeling in James himself—the 
hidden cause, I rather think, of the obvious irritation with 
which he makes his answer to Henry Adams. Was it not this 
same William James who called a like point of view, when 
proposed by another, a fantastic philosophy? “As if the world 
of values were independent of existence!” These are James’s 
own words. “It is only,” he continues, “as being that one 
thing is better than another. The idea of darkness is as good 
as that of light, as ideas. There is more of value in light’s 
being.”* 

And is there not something fantastic in such a philosophy? 
It is impossible to escape the conviction that there is some¬ 
thing axiologically unintelligible in this doctrine of irrelevance. 
As applied to progress it is essentially contradictory to 
separate progress from conservation—to say, for instance, that 
progress has taken place but come to an end. Whenever we 
say there has been progress, we always mean there is progress. 
If it stopped it would not be progress. That is, the stop, the 
end, in any ultimate metaphysical sense, changes the entire 
perspective in which the process is viewed. Permanence is a 
necessary mode in which to express value. Value is not “what 
it is” without the implication of eternity which by its very 
nature it seeks. 


VIII 

Neither an effort such as that of Ostwald, to show the 
compatibility of the law of dissipation with the law of value, 
nor, again, such an attempt as that of James, to show their 
irrelevance, has proved wholly satisfactory. Both fail at the 
crucial point. Both fall short of the demands made by the 

* Litters qf William James, voL ii. 
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“essentials of value.” The first attempts unsuccessfully to 
identify conservation with irreversibility; the other denies the 
necessity of conservation of value altogether. 

There is, however, still another attitude, still another 
solution of the problem, that merits our consideration. For a 
phil osophy that knows its business, Bosanquet maintains, the 
law of dissipation makes no difference.* On the premises of 
James’s philosophy such a statement could, perhaps, be taken 
as little more than an eloquent gesture. But there is an inter¬ 
pretation of it which may conceivably be a great deal more. 
It might mean that ultimately time, and the time process, is 
irrelevant to value, because value can neither come into being 
nor pass out of being; that terminus as understood in the law 
of dissipation can have no application either to value or to 
being in any ultimate sense. This position is one which I 
believe to be not only intelligible and true in itself, but one 
that is implied in principle in all traditional thought. But let 
us first see what it is for philosophy to know its business in 
this connection. 

To know one’s business in philosophy is, first of all, to know 
the objective of philosophy—to know that its central problem 
is that of the relation of value to existence or reality. To 
know one’s business in this special connection is to know 
what the essentials of value really are, and to know what are 
the real significance and implication of the laws of existence. 
As stated at the beginning of this chapter, our problem is 
twofold—to examine the law of entropy itself, its validity and 
its implications; and, secondly, to examine the relations of 
the essentials of value, on which finality and progress rest, 
to this “cosmic” law. 

For Bosanquet, to know one’s business here means first of 
all properly to interpret the essentials of value, to know what 
it is that the postulates of value really are and imply. For 
him, as we have seen, this means that we must give up entirely 
the notion that the ideal belongs to the future, and abandon 
all notion of the coincidence of termination and end.> If 
this interpretation of value were accep.ed, it is obvious that 
the law of dissipation would make no difference. For that in 
the law which does make a difference is precisely the idea of 

* The Value and DesHi^ of the Indwidualt p. 330. * Chapter X, p. 361. 
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a terminus; and if ends, and the values which ends presuppose, 
have nothing to do with temporal end, obviously irrelevance 
is the necessary conclusion. But a complete dissociation of 
terminus and end we found impossible. Not only must the 
purpose of our earthly life be realized if that life is to be 
intelligible, but there must be a time in which it shall be 
accomplished. We cannot abandon all notion of the connection 
of terminus and end and continue to speak an intelligible 
teleological language. But it is quite possible that further reflec¬ 
tion may affect vitally our notion of the nature of this relevance. 

The law of dissipation does set a terminus, but it is all- 
important to understand just what this terminus means—and 
of what it is the terminus. It is said to be “the vital and 
physical extinction of the universe” that this law contemplates. 
I think it may be said without hesitation that it contemplates 
nothing of the sort. The process of dissipation, devolution, can 
no more be applied to the universe than the process of evolu¬ 
tion—and for the same general reasons. The law, therefore, 
does set a terminus, but to a particular process in the universe, 
not to the universe itself. 

In developing this point we must first of all recall that our 
world is not identical with the whole world. The presumption 
that the life and motion of our world system will come to 
an end at some time or other does not justify us in believing 
that the life and motion of the countless world systems that 
make up the sum of existence will come to an end with it. 
For all we know, the action and reaction between the diflferent 
world systems, which are probably at different stages of 
development, may draw a world whose motion has come to 
an end into the evolutionary processes of the rest of existence. 
But it really does not tell us that physical and vital extinction 
of our own world is its necessary doom. It does, indeed, tell us 
that changes that are visible and heterogeneous will be more 
and more diluted into changes that are invisible and homo¬ 
geneous (provided always the assumptions on which the 
inference is made are valid), and it draws the conclusions 
that the instability to which we owe the richness and variety 
of changes taking place in our world will gradually give way 
to relative stability of elementary vibration continually and 
perpetually repeated. 
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But even this idea rests, as we have seen, on the dogmatic 
acceptance of certain assumptions that are by no means 
necessary. Even if this were not so, as regards the relation of 
life and mind to these processes, we have precisely the same 
problem here as in the case of the concept of evolution. As in 
the case of evolution, there is a sense in which life and mind 
do emerge and a sense in which they do not, so in the case of 
devolution there is a sense in which they may disappear and a 
sense in which they do not. So far, therefore, as the dilemma 
presented to us at the beginning of our study is concerned, 
we may say without hesitation that it is not cogent. We arc 
not compelled either to extend the principle of degradation 
to life and mind, or to go over frankly to irrationalism and 
mysticism. It is part of reason itself to recognize the limited 
and provincial character of its own conceptions. Fof my own 
part, I have no objection to going over to mysticism, or 
trenching on the mystical when it is necessary, but this is not 
one of the places where it is necessary. 

To pretend, therefore, to speak for the universe in terms 
of narrow and abstract predictions of physics and astronomy 
is, indeed, “to betray a bias of mind that is provincial.” We 
may even go so far as to say that, although we may use the 
symbolism of the degradation of energy, we must not take it 
too seriously and degrade the world system as well. This 
world system does not begin with mere motions of mass 
particles and it does not end with heat—that is, movements 
distributed in a uniform way among such particles. All this 
I am myself ready to say. But I do not wish to base my argu¬ 
ment solely upon this limitation of science and its method. 

I wish to strike a much deeper level of thought—that of 
philosophical intelligibility. On this level the whole idea of 
extinction of the universe is meaningless. 

The “universe,” we have repeatedly seen, cannot be spoken 
of intelligibly without including in it more than the actual. 
The identification of being with that which becomes, with 
processes of evolution or devolution, is impossible. The only 
subjects of temporal evolution or devolution are the concrete 
objects, organisms, individuals within the world—^not the world 
or universe itself. As there is no evolution of being, so there 
is no devolution. Quite generally expressed, it is only to 
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empirical individuals or forms that either of these concepts 
applies. 

Thus the individual may conceivably perish—whatever 
“perish” may mean—^but the species does not, in the same sense. 
The single species may pass away, but life, as a succession of 
individual organisms and species, does not. Life may, perhaps, 
become extinct in parts of the universe, but that of which hfe 
is the phenomenal expression, matter, energy, whatever we 
may choose to call it, does not. Finally, it is even conceivable 
that matter or energy, as special forms of being, may “pass 
away” (our assumption that they do not is simply an assump¬ 
tion for special purposes and based upon a special and limited 
field of experience), but being, of which they are manifesta¬ 
tions, does not pass away and cannot. At least, our way of 
thinking, our forms of thought, permit nothing else. We can, 
I suppose, very well contemplate the idea that there should 
not have been any world at all—at least, there are those who 
claim to be able to do so. But if being is once given we can 
conceive its disappearance into nothing as little as its coming 
from nothing. We may speak of God as creating the world 
out of nothing, or, what is the same idea in a modern atheistic 
form, of the world creating itself gradually, but it is difficult 
to give these phrases any intelligible meaning. However 
poetically suggestive such concepts may be, they are absolutely 
impenetrable to our thought. And no less so is the idea of being 
passing into nothing. No finite determination of being can put 
a limit to our thinking. But if being is once assumed, then 
the fact that we describe by the abstract concept, being, must, 
for all clear thinking (at least for our thinking), inevitably 
be underivable and indestructible. 

“There is,” as Simmel says, “no such thing as entropy of 
being.” But there is also, if the relation of value to being 
is properly understood, no such thing as entropy of value. 
Everything turns here on this relation, on the inseparability 
of the two for thought. Judgments of evolution and devolution 
themselves are impossible without evaluation, and the values 
acknowledged in such judgments are themselves not subject 
to these judgments; Otherwise expressed, the very values in 
terms of which we condemn the world as a meaningless 
alteration of processes of life and death, of evolution and 
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decay, are themselves in the universe—are part of being. 
Our position here is, of coune, that of Hegel put in a different 
form. Abstract being, being abstracted from all determina¬ 
tions, is equal to nothing. But all determinations and dis¬ 
tinctions within being presuppose acknowledgment of value. 
Being and value are inseparable. 

This line of thought is not only true in itself as axiological 
or metaphysical thinking; it is also, as I believe, the essence 
of traditional thought in these matters. The system of values 
in terms of which we judge evolution and progress cannot 
itself evolve. The system in terms of which we judge devolution 
cannot itself be subject to devolution. True enough, it will be 
said, but these are not the values with which we are here concerned. 
It is rather with the values that “emerge,” that are “acquired” 
in time, with value defined as adaptation, with value as 
conditioned by organic life and experience. The fact that 
there is no entropy of being, no entropy of value in any 
ultimate sense, does not exclude the element of terminus to 
the time processes in which values are acquired and realized. 
This termination of time processes within the universe is 
significant for valuation and the “life of values,” and it is 
this significance that we must determine. Terminus in this 
sense is not irrelevant to values. 

This is doubtless true, and it is, in fact, precisely this 
relevance that I have insisted upon in our discussions of 
finality. Not only must the purpose of our earthly life be 
accomplished in some sense if there is to be intelligible 
teleology, but there must be a time in which it is accom¬ 
plished. And if terminus is'significant in this sense it must 
also be significant and relevant when it means an end in a 
dysteleological sense—when, in other words, it means the ter¬ 
mination of a life process, of individuals, of societies, perhaps 
even of worlds. 

Now, as a matter of fact terminus in this latter sense has 
always been conceived of as relevant and significant. In the 
case of the individual life terminus or death has always been 
felt to be part of the life form of values itself. This is true of 
the individual life. It is conceivable also that it is true of 
value movements of the historical process—of world move¬ 
ments. Rise and decline of civilizations, development and 
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decay of worlds, may conceivably be as necessary for the 
significance of individual civilizations and worlds as birth and 
death for the individual life. 

In developing this point I wish to recall again the fact 
that the sole metaphysical element in the law of dissipation 
(that alone which philosophy must take account of, the rest 
being abstract and symbolic) is the element of irreversible 
process and termination of the process, that element which 
we describe concretely as decay or death, and which we 
recognize when we describe the law of dissipation in such 
picturesque terms as “our dying world.” From this point of 
view, and for axiological or metaphysical reflection, our 
problem is nothing more nor less than a cosmic application 
of the significance of death. 

Now, nothing is more certain here than that “physical” 
death of the individual functions thus as a condition of 
realization of significance. It is precisely because of the span 
of life allotted to us that a life plan has any significance. 
Without it, life itself would fall apart into meaningless repe¬ 
tition, exfoliation of process. The terminus in time may, in 
fact, enhance the value of life because the death of the bearer 
of value may conduce to the perpetuation of the value. We 
do not consider Socrates’ life a failure because he was com¬ 
pelled to drink the hemlock. Quite the contrary. The termina¬ 
tion of his life in time becomes rather a symbol of unity of 
significance, and that unity is not possible without the 
termination. 

It was in connection with the phenomena of individual 
death that the classical thinkers did their axiological thinking . 
It is not at all impossible that the same line of thought may, 
mutatis mutandis, be significant for what is called “cosmic 
death.” In the case of the former the significant thing has 
always been that death is part of the form of life itself. The 
very meaning of life is determined by the limit set by death; 
the perspective of ends and values is determined by it. The 
notion of death determines our life-not first in the hour of 
death itself, but throughout the whole of life. Our evaluation 
of life depends upon our evaluation of death. 

The technical way of stating this has always been, from 
Plato to Hegel, the dialectic. Death cannot be thought without 
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life nor life vdthout death. They are but terms in a higher 
synthesis, in a deeper conception of life. Death is a negation. 
But it is not pure nothingness. Were it so, it would be entirely 
devoid of sense. On the contrary, it is pregnant with meaning. 
It is, as we have said, a necessary part of the form of life. 
Let us now consider the affirmation of life. Can we conceive 
life without conceiving its negation? It is impossible. Life 
in any significant sense includes its opposite, and the two 
phenomenal categories of life and death are moments in a 
larger life. 

From this has been inferred the “endlessness” of life and 
the “immortality of the soul.” Whether such inferences follow 
depends obviously upon what meaning we read into these 
terms. The endlessness of biological life is not proved by such 
an argument. The temporal immortality of the soul of man— 
that is, its eternal survival after death—^is also in no way 
guaranteed. But then it is also true that such assumptions or 
hypotheses as these would contribute little to the solution of 
the axiological problem with which we are here concerned. 
The mere endlessness of biological life would be no guarantee 
either of the realization or of the conservation of values. 

The mere fact that mind or soul survived bodily death 
eternally, or a series of bodily deaths, would by itself not 
necessarily mean increase of significance of life. This the more 
profound thought of East and West alike has always seen. 
But immortality—the endless life—has always been recognized 
£is a symbol for the conservation of value; it is in this sense, 
and in this sense only, that immortality may be said to be 
cither a universal or a necessary postulate of morals, or, more 
generally, of values. Intelligible life must of necessity be a 
conception of life the form of which contains death as one of 
its moments. 

Termination, in the sense of death, is a symbol of the unity 
of significance of life. There is no reason why similar lines of 
thought should not hold for the larger time processes of history, 
or, indeed, of the cosmos itself. There is no reason to suppose 
that termination of such processes may not be as much the 
condition of their significance as in the case of the individual 
life span. 

As a matter of fact, the argument is all the other way. It 
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seems rather more than probable that one of the conditions of 
the cultural values of a people being conserved in unity of 
significance is that that culture should have come to a temporal 
end. The “death” of Greek culture is the condition of its 
immortality. Of cultures no less than of individuals it may be 
truly said, “Call no one happy until he is dead.” 


IX 

The real significance of these reflections lies in the con¬ 
sideration of the consequences that flow from the complete 
identification of being with becoming. The incoherence and 
contradictions in the attitudes of both Gstwald and James 
arise from this identification, and with it the assumption of 
the irreversible character of time and reality. On such a view 
“conservation” must either be identified with irreversibility 
or its necessity denied altogether. 

In both theories it is assumed, not only that time is neces¬ 
sarily irreversible, but that the essence of value demands that 
it shall be irreversible. Into the first assumption I do not 
propose to go at any length. It is the second assumption 
that we are particularly concerned with here. For my own 
part, I have never been convinced that it is in the nature of 
time to be irreversible. If the time we have been regarding 
as cosmic is really the local time that in some modern theories 
it is—“a time bound up with the motion of the earth, with 
as little claim to universality as that of a ship that does not 
alter its clocks in cre ssing the Atlantic”—then our outlook on 
this question would be greatly changed. If the time order 
is arbitrary, then there will be progress or regress, according 
to the convention adopted in measuring time. The reversible 
character of time would be a natural conception. But our 
problem is quite other. It is rather the question whether value 
is compatible with this reversible process. 

The cinema has made us familiar with reversible processes. 
We can no longer say that they are either impossible or 
unimaginable. But no amount of familiarity can apparently 
do away with the irrationality or absurdity of the reversed 
process. Movement of the flower back to the seed, the reversal 
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of the processes of diving or of eating, are apprehensible but 
not intelligible. The topsy-turvy world to which these processes 
introduce us is a world of nonsense and as such unreal. 

Further reflection on these processes makes it clear that it 
is only of life processes, and practical actions connected with 
the life processes, of which this is true. In the inorganic world 
of physical and chemical processes, reversible series are not 
only familiar but intelligible. Now, time is just as real in the 
one process as in the other—in the sense that “it takes time” 
in both cases. It is in this sense just as real in the reversed 
process of diving as in the normal process. The reversed 
process is felt to be unreal, but it is unreal because it is unin¬ 
telligible. The proposition that time, to be real, must be 
irreversible, resolves itself, I think, into the proposition that 
to be meaningful, intelligible, it must be irreversible. In other 
words, reversible process and value process arc thought to be 
incompatible. All intrinsic intelligibility goes back to the 
“essentials of value” as such, and to will oriented towards 
value—and this essential is irreversibility. 

With this we have come back to a reconsideration of the 
thesis of Ostwald, that irreversibility is the fundamental law 
of all valuation and values. I am inclined to believe that this 
is true within limits, but only within limits. We have, for 
instance, what may be called “value circles.” The egg is there 
for the sake of the chicken, but the chicken also for the sake 
of the egg; the individual for the species or race, but also the 
race for the individual. Ethics is valuable for its relation to 
religion, but also vice versa ; life for culture, and culture for life. 
This circular character of se much of teleological thinking 
seems to suggest at least that valuation is not wholly a one- 
direction process. 

It is assumed, I say, that the reversible process is wholly 
incompatible with value. And yet I am not quite sure that 
this is so. There are certain laws of the “spirit,” of the world 
of values and their realization, which on this assumption are, 
to say the least, mysterious. I refer to the necessities of un¬ 
learning as well as of learning. We are told, for instance, that 
we must become again as little children. And we naturally 
ask with Nicodemus, “Can a man enter again a second time 
into his mother’s womb and be bom?” Can the processes of 
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time be turned back? It is not at all clear, however, that 
reversal of process may not be a part of realization of value. 
Certainly for all those philosophies in which significance is 
realized through freeing from the phenomenal, part of that 
realization must be through the process of unlearning. 

There is, then, no intrinsic reason why value and reversible 
process may not be compatible. On the other hand, reversi¬ 
bility of process seems in some sense and to some degree 
actually demanded by the principle of conservation of value. 
It is quite common to say, in those philosophies that completely 
identify being with becoming, that the past is conserved by 
being taken up and absorbed by the future. But if change is 
the ultimate feet, the past is largely dropped out. Let the 
dead past bury its dead may be, within limits, a good motto 
for practice, but it is a very bad one for general theory. Unless 
we are the dupes of the illusion that whatever comes next 
must be better, it is precisely the temporally “past” that 
often has the greatest value and the deepest “reality.” Novelty 
in art, for instance, it has been wisely said, is essentially the 
element of surprise, the essential function of which is “to 
startle us into a new sense of the world about us and to give 
us a glimpse of the world of reality underlying the world of 
appearance.” But such novelty is novelty in the world of 
appearance, and its function is often really to start us on a 
reverse process into the past, by which we recover a deeper 
reality which always persists, but which we have for the 
time lost. 

It is always possible to say, and with a certain justification, 
that such apparent reversal of values is only apparent. Reaction 
in history, for instance, is not a real going back, for what 
results is really a new synthesis of the old and the new, and 
both processes are but moments in one onward, irreversible 
movement. None the less, it behoves us to go slowly in 
asserting the incompatibility of value with the reversible 
process. It was, to be sure, one of Nietzsche’s chief contentions 
that they are compatible, that valuation is not inconsistent 
even with the doctrine of eternal recurrence. It seems to many 
minds a paradoxical—^and even a hysterical—idea that our 
willingness to have our deeds return again, far from being the 
essence of futility, is rather the ultimate criterion of value. 
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But deeper reflection seems to suggest that it is simply a way 
of saying that time is ultimately irrelevant to value. Now, I 
would not be misunderstood here. This is in no sense an 
argument for the irreversible character of time. That is a 
problem for itself, which I feel neither the obligation nor the 
competence to handle. My only object here is to contest the 
necessary relation which many think to exist between value 
and the irreversible process. As but a phase of the complete 
identification of being with becoming it is subject to the same 
difficulties and the same doubts. 


X 

The problem of human destiny, we said at the beginning, 
has again entered into the foreground of interest and reflec¬ 
tion in the form of a magnificent dystcleology—the second 
law of thermodynamics. Our interest in this conception of 
destiny is twofold. On the one hand, there is the fact that the 
problem of destiny is inevitable in one form or another, and, 
secondly, the particular form which the modem conception 
takes. Thought inevitably reaches out before and after—to 
the beginning and end of all things. This reaching out towards 
the “last things” brings the modern man to the New Gotter- 
ddmmerung. 

But this movement of thought—to last things no less than 
to first things—^has a double meaning, at once temporal and 
axiological or logical. It was one of our chief objects to dis¬ 
tinguish these two problems.'We are, it has been said, faced 
with a dilemma. Either we must make this law, with its 
dystcleology, absolute, or hand over life, mind, and values to 
the irrational and mystical. Now, I have no objections to 
the mystical as such, but only to its connection with the 
irrational. The outcome of this entire study is to deny the 
cogency of this dilemma. The conclusions of our axiological 
reflections are, for us, precisely the essence of reason. 

It would be easy for the casual reader to identify these 
conclusions with the well-known “belief in the conservation 
of values” as formulated by Hoffding. But that would be to 
miss my entire point. For it is precisely my contention that 
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it is not merely a belief but an axiological necessity. In his 
Philosophy of Religion Hdffding does, indeed, consider this 
belief and its relation to scientific facts and laws. He canvasses 
the whole field of scientific hypothesis, and comes to the 
conclusion that there is nothing in the latter to forbid the 
former. He considers, of course, the problem presented by the 
law of dissipation, and his conclusions here do not differ in 
principle from ours, or, indeed, from those of any but the most 
uncritical views of scientific law. But ouis is a metaphysical 
statement of the problem, and as such has sought a meta¬ 
physical solution. 

Our statement has had, above all, the heuristic significance 
of making transparent the structure (the a priori structure, if 
you will) of value and being in their necessary relations. 
We may, indeed, have a belief in the conservation of particular 
values—in immortality in the concrete sense of poet and 
religionist—^but that belief is something different from that 
with which we have here been concerned. Even then, however, 
we must insist that these more concrete ideas and beliefs, with 
all their symbolic elements, have their motives and their founda¬ 
tions alike in the realm of that which is necessary and true. 

But the conclusions of this chapter have a much wider 
philosophical significance than this. The discussion of this 
particular problem of the law of dissipation, and of the 
different attitudes towards it, has had the immediate interest 
of raising the problem of world destiny, but it has also served 
to focus our attention on the much more general problem of 
the relations of matter, life, and mind in a system of thought. 
The significance of this particular problem is that it raises 
the general cosmological problem in its most characteristic 
as well as its most acute form. It is precisely because the 
“law of dissipation” is the most metaphysical of all the laws 
of science—and cannot by its very nature be anything but 
metaphysical in its implications—that metaphysics cannot 
escape the problem it sets. Specifically we were concerned with 
the relation of history to nature, and of progress to degrada¬ 
tion. But from a still wider point of view we are concerned 
with the question of the systematic relation of the principal 
philosophical concepts, and ultimately, therefore, with the 
system of reality. 
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The metaphysical position as such has been well defined 
as that of the absolute relevance of all questions. Questions 
that are wholly irrelevant for particular sciences cannot be 
so from this wider point of view. Certain scientific conclusions — 
such as the character of organic evolution, the view that the 
heavens are older than life and mind, the probable extinction 
of organic existence on this planet “in a few brief million 
years”—may, it is said, profoundly affect the philosophy of 
values. It is difficult to see how they can fail to affect such a 
philosophy in some way. The problem is to see just how they 
affect it. On the other hand, it is equally true that certain 
conclusions as to the essentials of value and of the relation 
of value to being may affect vitally our interpretation of 
scientific principles. If we accept at all the principle that 
existence and value cannot be ultimately separated without 
contradiction, or, in other terms, the “value character of the 
theoretical,” it is difficult to see how it can be otherwise. 
The principle of absolute relevance of all questions follows 
from the relation of value to re2ility that we have been main¬ 
taining throughout. The principle of absolute relevance 
contains in it, moreover, the principle of necessary system in 
philosophy. The problem of system may be stated in still 
another way. We have been concerned throughout with the 
conditions and the form of philosophical intelligibility. We have 
studied in detail the elements or moments in this form— 
origin and destiny—together with the notions of cause, purpose, 
progress and regress, and in general with the question of the 
relation of values to time; in short, the entire value-charged 
scheme of thought as it functions in traditional philosophy. 
It is in attempting to bring tliese elements together that the 
essentials of philosophical system appear. To the examination 
of these essentials, therefore, we must now turn in the con¬ 
cluding chapter. 



CHAPTER XIII 


HEADLINING THE UNIVERSE: THE SYSTEM 
OF PHILOSOPHY 

They are called wise who put things in their right order and control them well. 

St. Thomas 


Lord, who are we to catalogue living! 

Ftm a Modtm Pom 


I 

“I AM not narrow enough for a system, not even my own 
system.” In these characteristic words Nietzsche has embodied 
the whole tragical paradox of human thought. In the same 
breath that he cries out against the limitations of system-making 
he admits its inevitableness. 

The revolt against order in life and thought is, perhaps, the 
deepest note of modernism; the longing for systemlessness the 
deepest passion of a world weary of mechanism. With Nietzsche 
men have come to distrust all system-builders, to conjecture 
that “they are descended from registrars and office secretaries 
whose whole business is to label things and put them in 
pigeon-holes.” To build systems—^is not that to leave out the 
best that exists? Is not actually the part of reality where we 
least succeed with our systems the part that is highest with us? 
Logic and mechanic are always applicable only to the super¬ 
ficial. “He is a thinker? Does that not mean merely that he 
understands how to take things more simply than they are?” 

From this widespread distrust of all systematic thought few 
of us modems can wholly escape. It is reinforced by all that 
is called “vital and original” in the art, the science, the politics, 
and the philosophy of the day. Sensitive, as never before 
perhaps, to the individual impression, to the inexhaustible 
wealth of transitions and half-lights in existence, we cry out 
with the poet, “Lord, who are we to catalogue living!” In 
short, vicious abstractionism is the one horror of the modem 
world. We are all more or less like the journalist in The Pro- 
fessoPs Progress. It was only, he complains, as a cub reporter 
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in the police courts that he was really in touch with life. The 
more he came to “headlining the universe” the farther from 
reality he got. 

For the great systems of traditional philosophy we moderns 
have, accordingly, very little sense. For these, as for any system 
indeed, we feel ourselves not narrow enough. But few of us 
have also the saving grace to add with Nietzsche, “not even 
for my own system.” For few have either sufficient humour 
or sufficient irony to understand that even in our very 
systemlessness we have taken up a systematic attitude to¬ 
wards reality and life, that in our very denial of system we 
affirm it. 

“Life as it merely occurs is senseless,” as Mr. Shaw says. 
If we wish to put any sense into it we shall make our own 
systems, even if it be merely that of the professional adventurer 
who makes out of the very systemlessness of his life a life system. 
Not otheiwise is it with the spiiit of adventure in philosophy, 
when it revels in the open doors of the future, when it finds 
more meaning in the parts than in the wIloIc. These so-called 
“life philosophies” are either senseless or they also become 
systematic. 

“Where system is lacking, there philosophy is lacking also.” 
“This,” says Oswald Spengler, “is the unconscious prejudice 
of all professional philosophers against the intuitive thinkers 
to whom they feel themselves vastly superior.” It is always 
possible to say such things. All sorts of conceptions and 
definitions of philosophy are abstractly possible. But there is 
always still the question whether they are intelligible. Even 
an intuitive philosophy when it seeks to communicate its 
intuition becomes systematic. The very idea of communicable 
knowledge is inseparable from the idea of system. 


II 

Opposition to system in modernistic philosophy no longer 
concerns itself with particular systems, no longer merely 
exploits the “strife of systems”; it turns its attack rather on 
the very idea of system, on the innate systematic of the intelli¬ 
gence as such. It seeks to dig under this inborn systematic, 
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and thus to bring the whole framework of perennial philosophy 
to the ground. 

The entire significance of system lies in the idea that it is 
necessary to make the world intelligible. But, we are told, 
system makes the world not more but rather less intelligible. 
“Nature,” in the words of Goethe, “has no system; she has, 
she is, life and movement, from an unknown centre to a non- 
cognizable end.” Nay more, to seek to impose such system 
upon nature is but to falsify it, to make it really less intelligible. 
Every system made is itself a product of history, and thus 
becomes part of historical temporal reality. As such it but adds 
to the variety and multiplicity of the world. Every new simpli* 
fication begets a new complexity, every new rationalization 
another irrationality. The absolutizing of the historical cate¬ 
gories finds its extreme consequence in the statement that every 
increase of rationality is accompanied necessarily by a corre¬ 
sponding increase of historical chaos.* 

Now, it may be admitted that if “the ends of the world” 
cannot be brought together in any sense, there can, of course, 
be no system of philosophy. If life, reality, is a river without 
source or end, if the world process is from an unknown centre 
to an uncognizable goal, there can be no system. But there 
can also be no intelligibility. The traditional form of philoso¬ 
phical intelligibility is precisely this bringing together of the 
ideas of origin and destiny in a more fundamental conception. 
But it is just this, the critics of system insist, that cannot be 
done. It is the fundamental fal ity, not to say irrationality, of 
the assumption of the world as a completed whole that makes 
system impossible. Reality is incomplete, and an incomplete 
reality and system are essentially incompatible ideas. 

It is thus maintained that we cannot avoid a fallacy 
necessarily involved in the idea of an all-embracing system. 
Such a system could not be enlarged, for it would already 
contain all that there is. If it can be enlarged, it cannot be 
all-embracing, cannot be what it claims to be. The very notion 
of system has, therefore, been rendered self-contradictory and 
fallacious by being made all-embracing. Neit er can its claim 
to truth be absolute so long as it is possible to subject it to 

* A very clear presentation of this position is given by F. Zaniecfci in his book 
Qihurtd RtaUfy, chapter vi, especially p. 343. 
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reinterpretation. An absolute system that is not final is a self- 
contra^ction. 

In reply to this objection it is frequently said that no 
philosophy supposes that reality is exhaustible, or that the 
universe is complete, in the sense that the beginning and end 
of things can be grasped in any single concept What is meant 
by the whole of reality is every possible form of it. In other 
words, we may know the whole in its essential structure without 
knowing it in details or without predicting the future. To admit 
novelties in the universe one does not need to suppose such 
a thing as a novelty in kind. “All the sorts of being that reality 
presents may well be eternally present—in God’s life and 
consciousness, or in some timeless order.” 

For my own part, I see nothing intrinsically unintelligible 
in this conception. On the other hand, as I have sought to 
show, it is only by assuming such a timeless order of values 
that intelligible interpretation and communication are possible. 
Incompleteness of detail is, then, no argument against system. 
All systems are necessarily incomplete. The objection goes 
deeper than this. It is that the contents of knowledge are 
always reacting on its fundamental principles or structure, so 
that “no philosophy can flatter itself that it will not be altered 
out of all recognition as knowledge grows." The development of 
knowledge is not a process of adding new truths to old—nor 
even of developing a coherent whole of experience. It rather 
resembles the increase of some plastic body which, whenever 
it takes place, involves a readjustment of every part. 

Here, obviously, the erqx of the matter is to be found. If 
knowledge is of such a character as here described, then, indeed, 
it is idle to talk of system. But then it is also idle to talk of 
knowledge in any intelligible way. Alteration which is altera¬ 
tion out of all recognition is not alteration but complete 
self-alienation. As recognized continuity is the condition of 
any intelligible purpose, so acknowledged continuity is the 
condition of intelligible knowledge. If complete heterogeneity 
of ends is unintelligible in life, it is a fortiori so in knowledge. 
It is a contradiction in terms.' 

So long, therefore, as an intelligible world is not demanded, 
no answer to the opponents of system is possible. But all 
* Chapter X, pp. 349 ff. 
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intelligible communication, whether in the form of description, 
explanation, or interpretation, involves a cosmos in the sense 
of an ordered whole. Chaos, strictly speaking, is incommuni* 
cable. 


Ill 

System in philosophy is ordinarily connected exclusively 
with the intellectual side of man, with the mechanical, the 
geometrical, the abstract logical; wherefore the anti-intellec- 
tualist finds in it the object of his deepest scorn. This I believe 
is a fundamental error. Systems are, indeed, the product of 
thought, but of that 


fine, fiery speed of thought 
By which the ends of the world are brought 
Together. . . . 

Not, indeed, “in a wish,” as the.poet continues, in an individual 
caprice, nor yet again in an “over-individual longing,” but 
rather in an immitigable scale or system of values which, as 
we shall hope to see, represents the normal and fundamental 
way of seeing the world. 

System we have maintained to be necessary for intelligibility 
and intelligible communication. Our conception of the nature 
of philosophic system reflects, therefore, the nature of philo¬ 
sophic intelligibility. 

The term “system” is in general used to designate the orderly 
relation of parts within a significant whole. It differs from such 
terms as “aggregate” or “collection” in expressly connoting the 
orderly, inherent bonds which bind together, from the stand¬ 
point of rational apprehension, explanation, or interpretation, 
the parts of a whole. A state of things may, indeed, in general 
be defined as a system only when the particular features in 
it are so necessarily connected that we cannot alter one without 
radical alteration of the others. 

This general meaning will be found to apply to the most 
diverse uses of the concept, such as the post-office system, the 
credit system, the solar system, the evolutionary system, or, 
for instance, the system of Hegelian philosophy. System, as 
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thus understood, differs again from mere classification in that 
it does not remain outside the facts as a merely mental scheme; 
while it differs from organism in expressly connoting that it 
is from the standpoint of thought that the parts are inter¬ 
dependent. 

It is, however, the notion of a significant whole that is deter¬ 
minative. The significance of system may be practical or 
theoretical, its intelligibility instrumental or intiinsic. As dis¬ 
tinguished from the partial systems of practice and science, 
which are instrumental, philosophic system seeks intrinsic 
intelligibility. 

The germ of system is present in merely descriptive classi¬ 
fications, although the notion of system inevitably and always 
connotes more than mere analysis and classification. It is the 
task oi systematization to represent all the knowledge attained 
at a given time as a whole of which all the parts are connected 
in necessary relations. We speak of classificatory systems, and 
the beginning of system, whether practical, scientific, or philo¬ 
sophical, is always external description, implying, as we have 
seen in an earlier chapter, the mutual externality characteristic 
of the space-time order.* Yet an intelligible system, one that 
shall make the parts intelligible, does not stop with classi¬ 
fication. To be intelligible it must still further be explanatory. 

The first element in explanatory system is the idea of purpose 
or end. Thus the divisions or integration of the post-office 
system or credit system are intelligible only as seen in the light 
of their purpose. The idea of system thus includes, nay, carries 
at its very heart, the ideajof teleology. The Darwinian theory, 
with its concept of evolutionary system, is itself, as we have 
seen, the supreme proof of this conception of system. Its denial 
of fixed species, the very basis of purely external and descriptive 
systems, forces it to a basis of classification which is of necessity 
teleological. At first sight apparently diametrically opposed to 
the teleological principle, it proves in the end to be not only 
compatible with it, but actually to demand it. The forms 
about which the individuals of a species group themselves 
become intelligible only in terms of adaptation, utility, and 
survival. If we look backward from forms that have developed 
in this way, the whole complex of varying forms and the 
» Chapter VII, pp. 238 fF. 

££ 
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struggle for existence among these forms appear inevitably 
as means towards the attainment of these ends. Any intelligible 
“system of animate nature,” once the idea of fixed species is 
destroyed, is necessarily a teleological system. 

System carries at its very heart, then, the idea of teleology. 
Even a mechanical system is thus teleological. For if there is 
a sense in which a radical finalism is a reversed mechanism, 
there is a no less significant sense in which a mechanism is 
a reversed teleology. In fact, all partial systems, whether 
practical or scientific, whether the post-office system or the 
solar system as we conceive it, are instrumental, and have 
merely instrumental intelligibility. All involve purposes and 
the acknowledgment of values which are presupposed. 

But instrumental intelligibility must somewhere touch in¬ 
trinsic, and it is toward the intrinsic intelligibility of philosophic 
system that all partial systems strive. Two characteristics of 
philosophic system immediately make themselves felt. In order 
to do justice to the manifold of reality such a system requires 
as many “points of view,” as many “principles of selection,” 
as are required by these purposes and values. Philosophical 
knowledge, in the words of Hegel, “is based on the acknow¬ 
ledgment of the content and form of all aspects of reality, the 
freeing of these from the one-sidedness of their forms, and the 
raising of them to an absolute form or system.”' 

Philosophic system must thus be all-inclusive. But it can 
be all-inclusive only by becoming a system of values and 
validities. It is not a system of entities or existences, as many 
suppose. For these very notions of entity or existence, as we 
have seen, involve some element of abstraction, and with it 
the ordering of reality from some partial and instrumental 
point of view. Every aifirmation of existence is ex parte, in that 
it involves an ontological prejudice; in other words, every such 
affirmation of existence, whether material, organic, mental, or 
spiritual, takes place from a particular point of view, involves 
the acknowledgment of a particular order and a particular 
kind of validity. In the frame of this order every affirmation 
of existence or nOn-existence takes a particular place, and 
this place is its validity. Et'ery such judgment involves the 
acknowledgment of a value which is inherently related by 
* En^khpSdie, §573, p. 478 (Kirchmann ed., 1870}. 
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internal bonds of necessity to every other value. It is at this 
point that the metaphysical principle of “absolute relevance” 
embodies itself in the principle of philosophic system. 

From whatever angle we may take up the task of philosophic 
interpretation, from the standpoint of fundamental distinctions 
within being, such as mind, matter, life, spirit; from the point 
of view of philosophic categories or concepts, such as origin 
and destiny, cause and purpose, development and progress; 
or, finally, from the point of vieA\ of ultimate values—in every 
case alike the relative importance of every element is imme¬ 
diately raised. We cannot change our concept of life without 
changing the meaning of the other concepts in the system or 
hierarchy in which its meaning and validity are found. We 
cannot change our concept of purpose or development without 
changing the whole system of meanings and values in which 
it is found. We cannot change our concept of a value, as, for 
instance, the aesthetic value, without changing all the other 
values, as Croce’s theory of the aesthetic shows. Every philo¬ 
sophical concept is an abbreviation of system, and this fact is 
the deepest ground for those internal relations of concepts, 
categories, and values which we call philosophic system. 

For this reason, then, it is true that there is scarcely a 
philosopher by whom an order of value hais not been assumed 
either explicitly or implicitly. The great philosophers, it has 
been well said, are not primarily describers of the universe, 
but rather organizers of values, economists of the spirit; and, 
indeed, we may say without hesitation that all philosophies, 
except those that ultimately imply the denial of philosophy, 
presuppose system in this s’ense. We may even go so far as to 
say that everything depends upon system, and the scale of 
meanings and values connected with it. If every phenomenon 
has ultimately the same meaning and significance- if it is, so to 
say, as good as another— there can be no talk of interpretation 
and intelligibility. The idea of a scale of value, of an ascending 
series, of degrees of reality—in short, the hierarchical principle— 
is an essential part of intrinsic intelligibility and therefore of 
philosophic system. 

But the ideal of philosophical intelligibility is not yet ex¬ 
hausted in this concept of system. We may succeed in orde ing 
things according to some principle or scheme of classification. 
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according to some idea or end that is realized in them, or, 
finally, according to an ascending series, degrees of meaning 
or reality, but there is still something left out without which 
genuine intelligibility is still to seek. The ordering of things 
from the point of view of types that are static, or of an end 
that is progressive, or an ascending series of degrees of 
reality, is still a static system. The ascending series is as motion¬ 
less as the genera and species of logical classification, which 
simply lie side by side. Constitutions, said Carlyle, must be 
made to march. Of all practical systems it is demanded that 
they work. It is only in their movement that they become 
intrinsically intelligible. A philosophical system, if it is to be 
really interpretative, must be made to march also. 

It is here that the essence of intrinsic intelligibility is finally 
reached. It is here, also, that a third type of thought, distin¬ 
guished from the descriptive and explanatory alike, enters 
in—one in which we seek to understand, not merely classes 
and laws, but reality in its individual character; not only as 
a static order, but as a living, moving process. It is for this 
reason that, as we have seen, evolutionary philosophies seem 
to be the intelligible philosophies par excellence. It is for this 
reason that the postulate of progress in some sense is the 
necessary condition of mankind’s knowledge of itself and of 
the communication of that knowledge in history. Evolution, 
with its idea of nisus, makes the orderly sequence of the 
phenomena of nature move. Progress, with its notion of destiny, 
makes of history a unique and individual whole. No intelligible 
concept of evolution is possible without the idea of system; 
no criterion of progress is possible which does not presuppose 
a scale or system of values. But no such system has intrinsic 
intelligibility unless it does march; and it does not march 
unless origin and destiny, beginning and end, are brought 
together in some more ultimate concept—^unless the order of 
value and the order of existence are brought together in some 
concept of intelligible movement. 

Thus it is that intrinsic intelligibility is found only in philo¬ 
sophic system, and philosophic system merges into the tradi¬ 
tional form of philosophic intelligibility. We have, of course, 
a supreme example of this in Hegel’s attempt at an inter¬ 
pretative system, to attain to a vision of the universe springii^; 
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out of the unity of the Idea which develops itself and creates 
the conditions of its own progress. But this particular attempt 
at philosophic system is but a peculiarly ambitious expression 
of a motive in philosophy which is perennial. We may even 
say that modern evolutionism in all its forms, when it becomes 
interpretative, strives towards system in this sense. It is this 
very motive that, in a sense, underlies even the creative 
evolutionism of Bergson. His very attempt to show that there 
can be no such thing as disorder, only another kind of order— 
the life order—is but the inevitable homage error pays to truth. 
We may even go so far as to say that this nodon of the Idea 
as system, and as including origin and end, is, however dis¬ 
guised, present in every intelligible concept of evolution.* 

This, then, is the meaning of the ideal of philosophic system. 
It is the one form of system that has intrinsic intelligibility, 
that intelligibility which attaches alone to the “inherent 
impulse of the idea,” the nisus of a something acting in the 
direction of meaning and value. Such an ideal, despite the 
fact that it is the only intelligible one, has, however, for most 
modern minds insuperable difficulties. Hegel expressed it in 
his famous dictum, “The true is the whole”; the whole, 
however, is only “das durch seine Entwickelmg sick vollendede 
IVesen.” But is such a conception intelligible? Can it be made 
intelligible? That remains to be seen. This much at least can 
be said at the present stage of our discussion. Unless it can 
be made intelligible there is no intelligible philosophic system, 
and ultimately no intelligible world. 


IV 

It is historically true that there is scarcely a philosopher, of 
whatever kind, by whom an order of value has not been 
assumed either explicitly or implicitly. Now, it is our contention, 
not only that the hierarchical principle is assumed in all 
intelligible philosophies, but that as soon as this principle is 
developed the order of reality tends to take on essentially the 
same form or structure for all. Such structure, which we shall 
presently describe, is above the distinctions of realism and 
> Chapter IX, pp. 336 fT. 
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idealism, of naturalism and spiritualism, and thus belongs to 
the form of intelligibility as such, irrespective of ontological 
prejudices. 

Such a hierarchical order is present explicitly in all idealisms. 
The name ‘"idealism” is in general given to those systems which 
make the “spiritual content” of life chiefly or alone significant 
and valuable, and accordingly assume that the substance of 
things consists in spiritual reality. In these systems the value 
concept plays a determining role from the beginning. They start 
out with the assumption of a key value that determines the 
entire order from the beginning. 

The concept of idea and the concept of end play the central 
roles in the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle respectively. 
The idea is transcendent, but the end is immanent. The “idea,” 
as the original of individual concepts, divides into an indefinite 
number of particulars which, although in themselves without 
order, are ultimately ordered by placing them under the 
supreme idea of the good. Purpose or end, on the contrary, 
is a universal concept, to which of themselves all the individual 
ends subordinate themselves. Since it is an immanental prin¬ 
ciple, these purposes are to be developed immediately out of 
experience. Accordingly, all appearance constitutes a hierarchy 
of ideals or purposes which begins with the most universal and 
comprehensive, and ends with the most individual. Within 
the latter, in the second place, there is a transition from the 
imperfect to the more perfect. As a consequence of this double 
hierarchy, from individual to universal, and from the less 
perfect to the more perfect, the concept of immanent purpose 
leads necessarily to the concept of development in which 
classical philosophy culminated. 

This hierarchical conception, with its idea of development, 
is the framework of traditional thought. From this framework 
in its main outlines later philosophy has, on the whole, 
deviated little. In the philosophies of Leibniz and Hegel—to 
take those in which, perhaps, besides the philosophies of 
Aristotle and St. Thomas, men have, on the whole, found 
themselves most at home—we find the structural principles of 
system very little changed. They become, if anything, even 
more explicit. 

Accor^ng to Leibniz, our soul is the only point in the 



HEADLINING THE UNIVERSE 


439 

universe at which we are able immediately, and in any genuine 
sense, to know reality; for all that we know of other things 
rests upon our presentations of them. The entire world is 
embraced in our ideas, and we are able to judge the nature 
of things only after the pattern of our own souls. The world 
is accordingly conceived as a kingdom of soul-like entities or 
monads. Moreover, the order or system of the monads—and 
this is the important point here—can be none other than that 
which we find in our own soulr: a hierarchy of ideas, from 
the lowest to the highest degrees of meaning. On the basis 
of his two principles—analogy and continuity - the world is to 
be conceived as a series oi hici archy of innumerable vorstel- 
lende Krafte. Of the hierarchical character of the Hegelian 
system we need not here speak. For him, as we have seen, 
“Nature must be regarded as a system of stages or degrees 
in which one necessarily proceeds out of the other—not, however, 
in such a way that one is necessarily produced out of the other, 
but in the inner idea that constitutes the ground of nature.”* 

All idealistic philosophies, then, explicitly assume an order 
of value, and it is out of this order that the “system” of 
philosophy develops. In the realistic systems, on the other hand, 
whether materialistic or neutral, the order of values assumed 
is implicit. 

At first sight even an implicit assumption of an order of 
value seems doubtful. Is it not the very' characteristic of 
naturalistic conceptions to consider antitheses of value popular 
and superficial—to reduce values to non-value terms, to look 
upon all forms of being as equally necessary, and therefore 
as equally significant? And yet the exclusion of the value 
moment is only apparent. Even for Spinoza an angel belongs 
to a higher order of being than a mouse. It is possible to deny 
a value order with our lips, but not with our minds. It is 
possible to pervert values, but some value order remains. This 
follows inevitably from the fact that the relation of higher and 
lower (in their non-spatial sense) is as much a necessary form 
of apprehending the world as the relations of over and under, 
of greater and less.* 

It is not necessary to dwell upon the naive way in which 
this appears in the cruder types of materialism—^from Democritus 
* Chapter VI, p. 224. > Chapter X, pp. 344-45. 
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to the present day. The distinction between coarser and 
finer kinds of atoms, between the simpler and the more com¬ 
plex, the homogeneous and the heterogeneous—from these all 
value connotation appears to be removed, but it is, in fact, 
merely disguised. So soon as such distinctions are used in 
interpretation their real character appears. It is rather the 
more subtle conceptions of evolutionary naturalism that interest 
us. These evolutionists, we have seen, are either reductionists 
and resolve the ethical and spiritual into the cosmic order, or, 
objecting to reduction, make of the mental and ethical, of 
life, mind, and value, more adequate and higher statements 
of the world process. In the latter case we have an explicit 
scale of values; in the former it is there implicitly. For 
naturalistic realism has succeeded in becoming a philosophy 
—that is, in including cultural realities in its system only 
by means of evolutionism and its doctrine of progress. The 
concept of progress can be thus used, however, as we 
have seen, only by bringing in surreptitiously the idea of 
a system of values.' Naturalism can become systematic only 
by assuming the principles of system which it ostensibly 
rejects. 

It is, therefore, the selection of key values that determines 
the differences within these two great types of system, as well 
as in minor degrees the diflferences of “tonality” within the 
systems. But the principle of scale, the hierarchical principle, 
is always presupposed. With an amazing sureness they all fill 
out a certain fundamental scheme. Something draws them, 
drives them, along a predetermined course. It is possible to 
select values—even, as we have seen, to pervert them—but the 
principle of value order still remains. What is it that thus 
draws them, or drives them, along this predetermined course? 
It is nothing else than the need of making themselves in¬ 
telligible. 

There is then, as I believe, a certain structure of reality, 
a certain order of value, that forces itself on all speculative 
thinkers, entirely irrespective of their prejudices, realistic or 
idealistic, intellcctualistic or voluntaristic, or what not. This 
structure, or order, is in part at least a priori, and tends to over¬ 
ride those selections of key values w'hich determine divergences 
‘ Chapter XI, pp. 385!. 
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in system. This dominating structure seems to me to be roughly 
as follows.! 

It consists of many grades, of which each presupposes in some 
sense those lower than itself, and of which each finds its com¬ 
pletion or development only in so far as it is “possessed’* or 
“indwelt,” also in some sense^ by that which is above. The 
senses in which the higher presupposes the lower, and in which 
the lower grade is taken up by the higher, are differently 
conceived in different systems—and it is this difference that 
creates the fundamental oppositions of systems; but the prin¬ 
ciple of scale or grades is present in all. 

Such a conception seems, at fiist sight, to involve an infinite 
regress, and to suggest, at least, an infinite progress; and these 
inferences have been drawn by many thinkers. Whether such 
infereuoos are, in fact, necessary, or whether there is a lowest 
and highest term in the scale of finite existences, are questions 
which may be left undetermined at this point. It is only after 
we have considered the relation of the order of value to the 
order of existence that they can be intelligibly answered. Here 
we are concerned with merely the structure of reality as gJoerty 
with the distinctions within reality which must be acknowledged 
if there is to be intelligible communication and interpretation 
of reality. 

From this point of view, however, there are certain broad 
divisions within the series, e.g. Matter, Life, Mind, Spirit. 
Without recognition of these divisions no intelligible philosophy 
can be written. From the present point of view it is indifferent 
what we call them: fundamental categories or empirical 
qualities; simple entities or complexes. The significant point 
is that each has sufficient identity in itself, or sufficient distinc¬ 
tion from the others, to make it integral from the standpoint of 
intelligible communication: intelligibility depends upon their 
retention. 

Exact definition of none of these terms may be possible. 
Rather is it characteristic of them all that they are, strictly 
speaking, indefinable. They are, therefore, intelligible to all, 
not so much because they can be accurately defined by other 
words and concepts as because, on the contrary, these words 

* For a similar development of this “structixrc,” sec the article by Archbishop 
Temple, already referred to in Chapter V, p. 184. 
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signify fundamental concepts that make other ideas and 
concepts understandable. 

Thus the term “matter” may be quite intelligibly taken to 
cover the substance, or modes of action and reaction, which 
are studied in the sciences of physics and chemistry. It is clear 
that these sciences fail to make intelligible the self-movement 
that is one of the characteristics of life, or the comprehension 
of things in space and time that is one of the characteristics 
of mind. But this is not all. The living organism has in its 
material constitution an integral character, a subtlety of co¬ 
ordination, a spontaneity of adaptation, that no knowledge 
of chemistry or physics would enable the spectator to anticipate. 
Matter itself becomes fully intelligible—reveals its full possi¬ 
bilities, what it really is, only when life supervenes upon it, 
when it expresses itself in life. 

Similarly, life reveals what it really is only when mind 
supervenes upon it. No study of zoology or biology will enable 
one to predict the occurrence among living things of a Plato 
or a Shakespeare, a Beethoven or a Newton. Their employment 
of faculties, doubtless first used for mere survival, in the inte est 
of ends that have nothing to do with survival, is intrinsically 
unintelligible where life is taken in its exclusively biological 
sense. Even in this sense Life is, eis we have seen, understandable 
only when we accept its immediate and indubitable meaning 
—as a centre of values, values realized in the processes of 
growth and survival. It becomes really intelligible only when 
values become explicit in mind and consciousness.' 

But now we come to the most significant point—the key value, 
so to speak, in the traditional structure of reality, in the 
traditional system of the intelligible world. Mind, too, as 
intellect, becomes intelligible to us, shows us what it can be 
and do, only when it is guided by mind as Spirit. Intellect, 
except as interpreted by this fourth level or category, only too 
easily appears as a mere instrument or means to life; and 
appears oriented towards space and matter. Yet the mere 
existence of science, to say nothing of art and morals, their 
absolute values and their absolute claims on life itself, is 
sufficient to refute this conception of intellect. The acknow¬ 
ledgment of these claims and the values to which they corre- 
‘ Cf. Chapter V, p. 199. 
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spond.is the condition of a large part of mind being intelligible 
to us at all. A naturalistic reduction may, indeed, seek to 
narrow mind to a purely biological and instrumental concep¬ 
tion. All things arc possible; but not all things are allowed— 
that i?, if we wish to continue to speak intelligibly. It is, indeed, 
possible so to distend the meaning of any term as to include 
things that it is not. As it is possible so to distend the meaning 
of the word “selfishness” as to say that a man is self-indulgent 
when he wants to be burned at the stake, so it is possible to 
extend the instrumental concept of mind to include the values 
of art and religion; but we have then left all real intelligibility 
behind. 

The tcrnio in which traditional systems have described these 
levels, and the principle by which the hierarchical order is 
determined, are enlightening. From Aristotle, on through 
Leibniz and Hegel, the same idea has found expression in 
varying terms; for all, the essence of reality has been activity, 
movement—for all “the more immanent this activity, the 
higher the life,” the more developed the reality. The key value, 
in other words, is the immanent activity of Spirit—that intrinsic 
intelligibility of intellect directed towards the good or value. 
The lower levels are determined by defect or negation. From 
“lifeless” matter, through the plant and animal life, the 
practical intelligence of man, to the level of spirit itself, we 
have a progression from external motion to immanent activity, 
from potentiality to actuality. It is in such terms, and such 
teims alone, I have contended, that the meanings of reality 
can be described and communicated. It is the development 
of this language that gives rise to the “inborn” order and 
systematic of the human mind. 


V 

The increasing acknowledgment of this hierarchical character 
of reality—the presence of the concept of “metaphysical levels” 
in recent philosophical thought—has raised again the entire 
problem of philosophical system, its nature and principles, and 
is bound to constitute the preoccupation of much of our 
thinking in the immediate future. And, indeed, the presence 
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of such levels raises questions that take us into the very heart 
of philosophical system. Reality so presents itself. But why does 
it so present itself? If it so presents itself, how must these 
levels be related if the structure itself is to be intelligible? It 
is in the answer to these two questions that the greatest 
divergence of modern from traditional thought appears. 

In a certain sense, indeed, this structure may be said to 
be a priori, if we take pains to remember just what a priori 
means. That the principle of scale itself is a priori we have 
already seen—in the sense that “it is true, no matter what.” 
Transvaluation of values may be possible indefinitely, but such 
transvaluation leaves the principle of order or scale untouched. 
Reality, as we live and know it, is our reality only as the stuff 
of experience is “formed” by this principle of value. We orient 
ourselves in the world by relations of over and under, right 
and left, before and after, etc., but no less necessarily by 
relations of higher and lower, better and worse, etc.' These 
levels, so the latest philosophies run, arc empirical qualities 
which can be arranged in an order of complexity and develop¬ 
ment. In a sense, of course, this is true, but the principle of 
hierarchical order, of levels, is “innate” in intelligibility and 
intelligible communication as such. 

The doctrine of levels again implies degrees—of higher and 
lower; and the entire question of an intelligible interpretation 
of this structure turns on this question of degrees. It is at this 
point that the divergence in systems and systematic thought 
is, perhaps, most pronounced. On one view, the traditional 
view, these degrees represent degrees of value and reality. On 
the other view, that of modern realism and certain forms 
of the new idealism, they do not represent more and less of 
reality and value, but merely degrees of complexity. This 
separation of the “order of value” from the “order of existence 
and perfection,” to use Professor Alexander’s terms, is, like 
the separation of value and reality in general, the crucial point 
of divergence of modernism from traditional thought. 

The acknowledgment of higher and lower levels is common 
to all philosophies'; “but we must ask,” says Lloyd Morgan, 
who in general represents the point of view we are examining, 
“higher and lower in what sense? They may be higher and 
' CSiapter X, p. 345. 
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lower in more senses than one. What I here mean, however, 
as that on which the pyramidal conception of levels is in a 
large sense founded, is higher and lower in a special sense.” 
This special sense, it becomes clear from many passages, is 
one which seeks to avoid the implications of greater reality 
and greater value, traditionally associated with the idea of 
higher. “When two or more kinds of events . . . coexist in one 
system,” he writes, “in such wise that the C kind invoh es the 
coexistence of B, and B in like manner involves A, whereas 
the A kind does not involve the coexistence of B, nor B that 
of C, we may speak of C as in this sense higher than B, and 
B than A.” Illustration^? given are of conscious events which 
involve physiological events and physiological events which 
involve physico-chemical events.* 

In this sense of the word “higher” two things are to be noted 
Firstly, it differs from higher and lovver in the value sense, 
in that the involvement here contemplated is a one-way 
involvement. B involves A, but A docs not involve B. It is, 
however, characteristic of the higher and lower, in the value 
sense, that not only does the higher involve the lower, but 
the lower involves the higher also. Both are parts of the value 
scale which is non-temporal, the one being as necessary to the 
other as the other is to it. In the second place, such a con¬ 
ception eliminates the element of potentiality which, as wc 
have seen, is inevitable when value and existence are insepar- 
able.« Potentiality is a concept that faces both ways, forward 
and backward, because value, with which it is connected, faces 
both ways. Not only does each grade involve or presuppose 
those “lower” than itself, but each finds its completion and 
development only in so far as it is possessed or indwelt by that 
which is above. 

It is, then, in this interpretation of higher and lower, of 
grades of being, that the modern conception differs so vitally 
from that of tradition—-in this separation of the order of per¬ 
fection and existence from the order of value. So much depends 
upon this question for our entire conception of philosophical 
system that the justification of this separation must be examined 
with the greatest care. 

> Emergent Evolution^ p. 15. 

» Chapter VIII, pp. 279 ff. Also Chapter IX, p. 308. 



446 THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 

Now, as a mere historic fact there has been scarcely a 
philosopher by whom an order of value has not been main* 
tained either explicitly or implicitly, and for whom, we may 
even say, the concept of degrees of reality has not been a 
“metaphysical necessity.” The compulsion to put things in 
their right order is inviolable. Not even the modern thinker 
can wholly escape this ancient compulsion; but he can, and 
does, attempt to divorce this order from the idea of the “good” 
or value, with which traditional thought has invariably con¬ 
nected it. 

This separation of value and perfection is expressed most 
consciously and explicitly, perhaps, by Alexander, although it 
is, of course, implicit in all modern naturalism. It is impossible, 
we have seen, even for a purely naturalistic philosophy to make 
itself intelligible without orders of being and degrees of per¬ 
fection or development; but it is conceivably possible to cut 
loose from the traditional identification of degrees of perfection 
with degrees of reality and degrees of value. This Alexander 
attempts to do. 

Thus, recognizing the grades of being, matter, life, mind, 
and values (spirit), as “having a relative self-identity, and as 
related to each other in a systematic fashion,” yet they do not, 
he holds, “represent degrees either of reality or value.” “Life,” 
he says, “is not more real than matter, but a fuller kind of 
reality,” whatever that may mean. “Values acquire a fuller 
reality, but no greater reality.” The full import of the position, 
as well as of the meaning of the distinction between perfection 
and value, appears in his statement that Deity belongs to the 
order of perfection and not to that of value. “Value,” he tells 
us, “is contrasted with unvalue, goodness with evil. But per¬ 
fection is a notion based upon the empirical fact that there 
are various types of good life, comparable to the various types 
of successful animals or plants which can be arranged in their 
order of complexity of development.”* 

The motives lying back of this attempt to separate “per¬ 
fection” and “value” seem to be two. On the one hand, critics 
of traditional thought profess to find certain internal difficulties 
in the concept of an “order of value” itself, a certain meaning¬ 
lessness in the very notion. On the other hand, certain 
< Spaa, Tim and Dti^, igao, vol. ii, chapter tx, section F. Also p. 410. 
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discrepancies between the world of existence and the world of 
values prevent, it is said, any identification of value and per¬ 
fection. The latter is the more important reason, but the first 
is by no means to be neglected, for it underlies much of modem 
thinking, and involves one of the most fundamental problems 
of the theory of value. 

I confess that I have never quite understood the point of 
this criticism of the concept of an “order of value.” It seems 
to turn, however, on the idea that the predicates “higher” and 
“lower” (which are applicable to the order of being) are not 
applicable to the order of value in the sense of the “good.” 
For what do we mean, it is asked, when we say that A is a 
higher good than B? What is the standard of comparison? It 
is not goodness, for by hypothesis both A and B are good. 
“To be good is to be good,” as Alexander says. “There 
are no degrees of good.” He concludes, then, “that no sense 
can be attached to the conception of an oi'der of values so 
long as such conception involves the applicability of the terms 
‘higher’ and ‘lower,’ ‘better’ and ‘worse.’ ” I repeat that I do not 
really understand this, but so far as I do, it seems to be merely 
a consequence of that conception of value as a quality which 
we have already found untenable. To be good is to be good; 
as a quality it is what it is. To introduce the ideas of “better” 
and “worse” introduces the idea of “ought to be” and “ought 
not to be”—^which, as we have seen, is incompatible with the 
idea of value as a quality. The fallacy in analysis of value here 
involved has, however, already been disclosed.' 

On the other hand, to speak of an order of perfection which 
is not an order of value is for me absolutely meaningless. I 
am unable to conceive of a perfection which is not of goodness 
in some sense. To say that perfection is a notion based on 
the empirical fact that there are various types of existence that 
can be arranged in their order of complexity or development, 
is not only to give an untrue account of the origin of the 
conception, but involves also the begging of the question im¬ 
plied in all attempts to define value in terms of development— 
that petitio principii on which all modernistic notions of progress 
are based, and which leads to the unintelligibility to which 
they are all condemned.* It does not follow, of coune, that 
* Chapter IV, pp. 142 ff. * Chapter IV, p. 137. 
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because perfection is inseparable from goodness in some sense, 
goodness in the metaphysical sense is to be identified ex¬ 
clusively with moral goodness. That “moral goodness or per¬ 
fection is not to be confounded with metaphysical perfection 
or greatness,” to make use of Leibniz’s words, is not only the 
essence of traditional thought, but is also clear to anyone who 
is not still under the prejudice that identifies value exclusively 
with the a-Iogical values. 

The separation of the idea of perfection from that of 
value is impossible because it is unintelligible. In other words, 
if we separate them there is no justification for the retention 
of the hierarchical or pyramidal structure of reality. The con¬ 
cepts of “higher” and “lower,” as used in the “special sense” of 
evolutionary naturalism, are “weasel words” that have had all 
the meaning taken out of them. But perhaps this is precisely 
what this naturalism proposes to do—to use perfection in a 
wholly denatured’' sense, as a synonym for mere complexity. 
To use it in its natural sense involves, it is held, insuperable 
difficulties arising out of certain discrepancies between the 
order of value and the order of existence. 

This second point is the well-known argument against the 
notion of degrees of reality. Perfection, we are told, belongs 
to the order of existence or reality. But the idea that one part 
of existence can have more reality than another can have no 
meaning because the notion of degrees of reality has meaning 
only if we connect the order of existence or reality with that 
of value, and against such relation there are reasons that are 
prohibitive. Value, we are told, is contrasted with unvalue, 
goodness witli evil. The notion of perfection, on the other 
hand, is a notion based upon empirical facts which do not 
involve this contrast, but rather merely an order of complexity 
of development. In other words, in the order of existence there 
is no unvalue, there are no minus signs. 

One way of stating this is that, while the existential standard 
is monistic, the value standard is dualistic. In the existential 
scheme “the lowest rung of the ladder” may be occupied by 
that which is almost “naught,” but in the scale of values we 
have, as in our thermometers, to register temperatures far 
below the freezing-point. There are some happenings, as there 
are some existences, of which it must be said that it is better 
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that they should not have come into existence at all. It is this 
difference which, above all others, makes it difficult to bring 
the scale of being into relation to the scale of value. For from 
the point of view of being such statements are nonsense. 

To bring the ‘^existential*’ scheme into correspondence with 
the ‘Value** scheme has been one of the most constant efforts 
of metaphysics. This correspondence may conceivably be 
“forced,” we are told, in one of two ways. One way is by 
making matter, the lowest grade of the existential order, an 
entity with negative characteristics and ^ alues, and then we 
have a metaphysical dualism; or we may retain the monistic 
conception of existence, and force our value judgments to 
conform to it by holding that evil is only a defect of goodness, 
the appearance of posit»ve evil being valid only within the 
limited sphere of moral activity. According to this view the 
minus signs disappear when we contemplate the moral world 
under the form of eternity. Both of these solutions of the 
problem have had their exponents in traditional thought. It 
is, however, the conflict of the two motives that, as we shall 
see, has created the chief problems of philosophic system. 

These difficulties—of bringing the order of value into relation 
with the order of existence—are obviously but a special case 
of the difficulties which attend the general problem of the 
relation of value to existence. The same duality of value and 
existence, the inalienable difference between the “ought** and 
the “is,** which is the indispensable condition of volition, seems 
here to forbid that monism which makes the negative but 
appearance. On the other,hand, the order of value is no 
stranger to the order of existence, and the same abstraction 
of value from existence that required us to think of value as 
an addendum has as its consequence here the demand that we 
shall unite in an external and arbitrary manner two orders 
which seem contradictory in their essence and structure. 

One thing, at least, we may say, I think, without hesitation. 
The two orders of existence and value are so deeply involved 
in the constitution of our thought that it is impossible to 
separate them. The perceptual object, the aesthetic object, the 
historical happening—what are these objects when the value 
element is abstracted? Things do not need to be beautiful and 
good in order to “exist” in the narrow sense of the word 

FF 
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employed by science, but things do have to be in the relations 
of value as well as in other kinds of relations to be things in 
the sense of concrete experience and intelligible discourse. It 
is, as we have repeatedly seen, practically impossible to confine 
ourselves to the purely existential aspect of the world: it is 
theoretically impossible also. This is the general standpoint 
from which our present problem must be approached. The 
peculiar difficulty—that which leads so much of modern thought 
to separate “perfection” from “value”—is that created by the 
minus signs in the order of value. It is necessary to consider 
the meaning of negation, or of the negative, in the two orders. 

Now, strictly speaking, there is in existence neither positive 
nor negative. We speak of negative numbers, negative quan¬ 
tities, negative electricity, but negative here has a special 
meaning; it refers to a distinction among existences. Negative 
quantities and negative electricity are as much positive entities 
as positive numbers and positive electricity. In other words, 
existence or being as such does not allow itself to be divided 
into positive and negative. The negative of existence is non¬ 
existence, of being, non-being. But there is another meaning 
of negation, one which is often overlooked, but which has a 
special significance for metaphysical discourse and metaphysical 
system, and that is its value connotation. 

We have already had occasion to consider this role of negation 
in metaphysical discourse.' It is now necessary to carry our 
study a step farther. Ordinary pragmatic discourse constantly 
makes use of these two meanings of negation. Let us, for 
example, take the words “human” and “inhuman,” “natural” 
and “unnatural.” Evidently the negatives here have two mean¬ 
ings. They can designate purely existential concepts, in which 
case inhuman is equivalent to non-human and unnatural to non¬ 
natural. In these cases the terms are without specific content 
or meaning. In the second case the use of the negative is quite 
different. Here the negation of human or natural gives negative 
values or the invalid. This second meaning can be neither 
apprehended nor communicated without a prior acknowledg¬ 
ment of a positive value of the human and the natural. 

In the idiom of logic the terms “inhuman” and “unnatural” 
have an infinite signification when taken in the existential 
■ Chapter VIII, pp. 389 ff. 
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sense, and as such become meaningless. We may put a house 
in the class inhuman; the proposition is not untrue, but it is 
meaningless. It is only in a limited universe of discourse that 
negation is significant; but the boundaries of such a universe 
can be determined only by purpose and the acknowledgment 
of the values which the purpose presupposes. In sum, sig¬ 
nificant negation is, therefore, but a special case under the 
general principle that existence abstracted from value is 
meaningless. As the general question. What is the real? is futile, 
if being is abstracted from value, so the correlative “unreal” 
has no meaning except as it is distinguished from other forms 
of being; and this involves acknowledgment of purpose and 
value. 

All th.s has a very definite bearing on our problem of the 
relation of the two orders of existence and value. In the first 
place, significant negation enters into the very formation of 
the concepts that mark the broad divisions or levels within 
the hierarchical series. It is impossible to give an intelligible 
meaning to matter without defining it as lacking something 
of the next higher level, of life, and the same holds of each 
of the higher levels of being. This is expressed in the fact that 
it is impossible that each level should reveal its full possibilities, 
what it really is, until the other supervenes upon it, until 
matter expresses itself in life, until life expresses itself in mind, 
and mind in that which is its possibility—namely, spirit. On 
the other hand, it is equally impossible to express the nature 
and meaning of a higher level without negation of something 
of the lower. 

In the second place, because of these very facts of significant 
negation, because without it we cannot even form intelligible 
concepts of being, this negation expresses ai once an axiological 
and an ontological meaning. The two orders of existence and 
value, we have already seen, are so deeply involved in our 
thought that it is impossible to separate them, and nowhere 
is that clearer than at this point. Of the two historic ways 
of “bringing together” the two orders, that which makes of 
matter, the lowest grade of the existential order, an entity 
with negative characteristics is accordingly the only one 
possible. By this I mean that the only ontological propositions 
about matter that are ultimately intelligible are also axiological 
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propositions. All genuinely ontological propositions are axiolo¬ 
gical.* 

From all which it follows—to return to our earlier problem— 
that no conception of levels of being, no hierarchical conception, 
can be intelligibly expressed without the idea of degrees of 
reality, without the concept of higher and lower in the value 
sense. But why not say, with Alexander and all those of his 
way of thinking, fuller reality and not greater reality, and thus 
at least save the face of those to whom to be is to be, to be 
real is to be real, and for whom there are ultimately no dis¬ 
tinctions in being. For myself I must answer, first of all, that 
I do not understand what a fuller reality is as distinguished 
from a greater. But even if I did I should still have to insist 
that the proposition “to be real is to be real” is tautologous, and 
as such meaningless. If it is given any meaning, it is only by 
importing into the term “real,” as used in the predicate, some 
value connotation. This involves either some ex parte ontological 
prejudice, or else some system of values and validities in which 
the meaning of “real” has a place. In short, “degrees of 
reality” is inseparable from an intelligible use of the ontological 
predicates. 


VI 

Thus the chief question at issue between traditional and 
modernistic systems is their divergent interpretations of the 
concepts of grades of being, of higher and lower. Both recog¬ 
nize that a hierarchical or pyramidal conception is necessary 
for intelligible description and interpretation of reality—^it is 
forced upon us by the “facts” and the necessities of intelligible 
interpretation. The further question is how such an hierarchical 
conception itself may be made intelligible. 

This problem appears in connection with a second question 
presented by the “structure” of reality, and it is at this 
point that the whole problem of intelligible system comes to 
a head. 

The structure of reality as described seems to involve an 
infinite regress and to suggest an infinite progress, and these 

• Chapter IV, p. 157. 
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inferences have been drawn by many thinkers. Indeed, it is 
one of the most common features of recent thinking to attempt 
to combine the hierarchical conception with this idea of end¬ 
lessness in both directions. This, again, is one of the conse¬ 
quences, or in some cases one of the motives, of the attempt 
to separate the order of value from the order of existence, but 
this attempt has in this case, as in others, the same result. The 
idea of an infinite regress and an infinite progress makes the 
hierarchical or pyramidal conception unintelligible. 

A pyramid without base and apex, a hierarchy without top 
or bottom, are obviously meaningless ideas. But why attempt 
to give more than a suggestive meaning to that which is 
obviously figure? Figurative in a certain sense these ideas are, 
but they are more than figure. The contradiction we here feel 
merely expresses one which we must also feel whenever we 
attempt to combine the idea of levels with the idea of infinite 
progress and infinite regress. 

This contradiction has already appeared at a number of 
points, from our study of space and time straight through our 
examination of the problems of finality, progress, and degrada¬ 
tion. Given the idea of a spatially or temporally endless uni¬ 
verse, it is impossible that any one direction in the universe 
can be really distinguished from any other. Similarly, the 
concepts of purely immanent finality, of heterogeneity of ends, 
taken in any absolute sense, become unintelligible, for the 
reason that the very distinctions and degrees of value on which 
the conceptions of finality are built, and to which if thev are 
to be intelligible they must he carried back, become meaning¬ 
less. In other words, we may conclude that the doctrine of 
levels, with its hierarchical conception of reality, is incom¬ 
patible with the complete identification of being with becom¬ 
ing. The difficulties which we became aware of in our study 
of the problems of origin and destiny now come to a head in 
the problem of philosophic system. 

In an earlier connection I said, and attempted to show, 
that we can bring causality and finality together only by the 
postulation of a series of degrees, only if we postulate “a kind 
of metaphysical necessity in virtue of which the confronting 
of the all-perfect being with the zero, non-being, is equivalent 
to the affirmation of all the degrees of reality that measure 
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the interval between them.”* But it is also true that we cannot 
postulate the series of degrees without bringing causality and 
finality together in one non-temporal system. It is this latter 
point that I wish to emphasize here. What our contention means 
is briefly this. Granted that the hierarchical principle of 
metaphysical levels is necessary for intelligibility, and intelli¬ 
gible communication of the meanings of reality, then an 
intelligible hierarchical conception can be formed only by 
bringing the ideas of beginning and end together in a more 
ultimate concept. In other words, an intelligible hierarchical 
conception of reality can be formed only within the bounds of the 
traditional form of philosophic intelligibility. 

Systematic interpretation of reality, such as this hierarchical 
or pyramidal conception of reality proposes to be, is, as Lloyd 
Morgan well says, “under a double restraint or requirement, 
that imposed by the constitutive structure of ‘nature’ itself, 
and that which is imposed by the regulative structure of the 
logical field as such.”* It is this double requirement which we 
have sought to keep in mind in the preceding discussion. 

The first requirement is the recognition that the two orders 
of value and being are so deeply involved that they cannot 
be separated—that distinctions of meaning and value are as 
much constitutive of “nature” as are the forms of intellect. 
Nature presents itself at the beginning as a series of degrees 
of meaning and value, and any intelligible description or 
interpretation of nature must presuppose their acknowledg¬ 
ment. 

The second requirement—that imposed by the regulative 
structure of the logical field as such—is the demand that we 
also acknowledge the implications of this mutual involvement 
of the two orders—more particularly, a non-temporal order 
of value. In Lloyd Morgan’s terms: “Just as at the naturalistic 
base of things there is involved a space-time frame, so too, 
as I conceive it, there is foundational in Spiritual Reality what 
I may perhaps call a value frame. And just as I acknowledge 
the space-time-event system as real quite independently of 
human knowledge thereof, so do I conceive the values to be 
real independently of the human folk who are influenced 
thereby. In other words, just as we do not make space-time 
• Chapter VI, pp. 328 fF. » Op. cit., p. 179. 
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events, though they go to our making, so too, as individual 
persons, we do not make values, but are made by them.”* 
Wherein, one may well ask, will this value frame, when it 
is thought out, differ from the degrees of reality and perfection 
with which traditional thought has always operated? I do not 
believe that it will differ in any significant way, for the con¬ 
straint which here determines interpretation is precisely that 
which it has always been—the demand for an intelligible 
world, and for the intelligible communication of the meanings 
of that world. 


VII 

For those who have accepted our conception of philosophy, 
the great historic systems now take on a new meaning and 
a new form. In a sense these “little systems” have their day. 
They have their day, and in a sense also cease to be. They 
are but broken lights of the system of philosophy, and that, all 
large-minded philosophers recognize, is “more than they.” 

The traditional form of philosophic intelligibility, as we 
have described it, is at once the germ of all system in philosophy, 
and that to which all systems must return if they are to have 
intrinsic intelligibility. The concept of metaphysical levels is 
necessary for the intelligible communication of the meanings 
of existence, but the concept of levels itself can be made 
intelligible only by the principle of totality and system in its 
traditional form. 

But the recognition of these facts serves only to introduce 
us to the last and most difficult problem of system; for over 
against this fundamental motive, or principle, of traditional 
systems there has been another conception or motive, only a 
little less powerful, that has constantly worked against it. This 
is the principle of logical totality, which, as we have seen, issues 
in a monism of being which seems to wipe out all distinctions, 
in a static conception of reality which makes movement and 
evolution impossible—^in short, in a concept of system which 
is, in its very nature, self-contradictory. 

* “The Philosophy of Evolution,” in Contemporary British Philosophy^ vol. i, 
P- 305* 
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For the opponents of system this is, in truth, what system 
in philosophy always is—-the development of the logical motive. 
Our study of traditional systems has shown that for them this 
is not so. Yet it must be admitted that traditional systems have 
not been wholly unambiguous. They have been dominated 
throughout by two motives—the hierarchical, which may be 
described as the principle of subordination; and the logical, 
describable as that of co-ordination. In the two great historical 
types of system, the idealistic and the naturalistic, both of 
these two motives have been present in different degrees. In 
the idealistic systems, as studied in an earlier section, the 
hierarchical dominated, and was, indeed, the primal and 
essential motive of, systematization; but it was constantly 
crossed by the abstract logical. In the Greek systems the 
attempt was made to fuse the principle of a hierarchy of values 
with the principle of logical order, and in a system sueh as 
that of Hegel we have an attempt to identify degrees of 
meaning and value with degrees of logical totality or com¬ 
pleteness. In place of a single hierarchical conception we have 
what was described as a double hierarchy. 

This conflict of motives has constantly tended to disrupt 
systems; and it is, in fact, the consciousness of this conflict 
which is one of the chief, if sometimes hidden, sources of 
opposition to the whole idea of system in philosophy.* This 
conflict is but a special form of the incompatibility of the order 
of values Avith the order of being which we have just been 
considering. It is the same conflict that expresses itself in the 
two conflicting propositions: There are degrees and levels of 
reality; all things are equally real, there can be no degrees in 
being. Or, again, the order of values is dualistic, the order of 
being monistic, and these two orders can be brought together 
only either by carrying the dualism of value into being, or by 
sacrificing differences of value to a monism of being. 

This conflict of motives is as old as philosophy itself. It 
appears, of course, at all the most critical points of philosophic 

* The presence of these two motives has given rise to two meanings of system 
—a narrower, which we may call logical, and a broader, which we may call 
axiologicaL It is the latter conception that has really dominated traditional 
philosophy throughout its history, and it is for system in this sense that we 
shall argue throughout the remaining pages of this chapter. 
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thought; but in its most intense form, in the antagonism 
between the ethical and the logical consciousness. 

A moral interpretation of the world, which is uniformly 
expressed in religious or religiously toned systems, rests upon 
the antithesis of good and evil, on a selection of the former 
and a rejection of the latter, on the assurance that the good 
is in some sense dominant. But if we try to make God some¬ 
thing greater, something that includes both, if we try to con¬ 
ceive God as all in all, we simply abolish moral distinctions. 
So the ‘‘ordinary consciousness,” to use Hegefs somewhat 
contemptuous terms. And the ordinary consciousness, so sen¬ 
sitive is it to this antagonism, will not hesitate even to accept 
a finite god and to talk of a “god in the making.” 

But the conflict, so intense at this point, really runs through¬ 
out the whole of philosophic thought. It is the essence of the 
conflict between the transcendental and purely immanental 
teleology—the former emphasizing the principle of scale; the 
latter the principle of co-ordination, of organic whole or 
totality. It is, as we have also seen, the root problem of an 
intelligible concept of progress. For many, any conception of 
totality, any monism of being, must make the treatment of 
finality, moral values and progress, all the concepts that imply 
value, equivocal. Such a procedure is for them impossible 
without sacrificing other values to the logical, without a pan- 
logism that swallows up all distinctions of value. 

The seriousness of this problem will not be denied by any¬ 
one at all aware of the true inwardness of modern thought. 
That there is a deep-seated -incompatibili! y between these two 
motives of systematizing, organizing thought is patent. The 
only real attempt to solve it is that of which the fundamental 
principle was enunciated by Hegel.^ That his attempt to 

* In principle, his solution consisted in the identification of the principle of 
system, as logical totality, with the principle of value through the concept of 
individuality. It is true that it is only in the later developments, such as 
Bosanquet*s, that this identification has been made completely explicit, but it 
was always implied in Hegel's thinking. On this theory the attempt is made 
to retain the hierarchical principle of scale or subordination within the concept 
of system by equating degrees of value with degrees of wholeness or individuality, 
and equating the latter with degrees of reality. But the attempt is also made to 
retain the principle of co-ordination by seeking to show that the principle of 
totality is equally realized in the different forms of consciousness and different 
types of values. 
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reconcile them has been wholly satisfactory few would be 
disposed to claim. But first let us consider the attempt more 
closely, preferably in the form chosen by one of the contem¬ 
porary upholders of this view. 

“If,” says Sorley, “we are to compare values at all, we must 
give up the idea of scale for system,” and system here means 
“the ordering of parts within a significant whole.” There are 
only two ways, we are told, in which the values of things can 
be compared. Either we cling to the idea of scale, and with 
this idea assume definite qualities of an indefinite thing or 
quality we call good or value; or, on the other hand, we 
equate highest value with the all, totality, and comparison is 
made in terms of the relation of the part to the whole. In 
the latter we have really abandoned scale for “system,” or, at 
least, so merged the former in the latter as to have sacrificed 
some of its meaning.* 

Now, if equating value with the all means giving up the 
idea of scale, it means also the denial of the structural element 
in system as we have found it actually to exist. It involves the 
sacrifice of external finality for that purely internal finality 
which we have found to be unintelligible. The reduction of 
value to a relation of part to whole involves that sacrifice 
of other values to the logical values which logical monism 
necessitates. But let us see first what is really involved in this 
procedure. 

Value is identified with the logical whole, and comparison 
of value is made in terms of the relation of the part to the whole. 
But how, it may be asked, can the whole of reality have a 
value? Is it not as meaningless to predicate value of the whole 
as it is to say that the totality of matter is heavy? And yet 
it is precisely this that we must say—that the whole of reality 
must have value and significance on its own account—^if the 
parts are to get their value from their relation to the whole. 
It is precisely here that the hierarchical motive inherent in 
the texture of our understanding puts in its caveat. For our 
mind, the functions of which are bound up with primal 
differences in content, only that which is in some way different 
and contrasting can be the subject of significance and value. 
This principle of scale, we have repeatedly seen, is not merely 

* Moral Values and the Idea of Gody p. 52. 
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‘‘psychological.’’ Our empirical way of valuing things is bound 
up with an a priori form, with the idea that beyond the valued 
thing there is necessarily another thing that has another value.^ 
The hierarchical motive rests upon an a priori principle of value 
as such, through which the distinctions within being, in the 
absolute sense, alone acquire any meaning. How, then, can 
being in this most general sense, as the absolutely universal, 
or being as a totality, have value? Even though it be absolute 
in the sense that it is not dependent upon any conception or 
purpose beyond it, yet it is hardly conceivable that any bit 
of reality can retain its value when every other bit possesses 
value in the same degree. Then this character falls within 
being, and (he accentuation and distinction which come 
through the predicate “value” is lost.* 

It is the immitigable feeling expressed in these last sentences 
which will always, if I mistake not, stand in the way of a 
complete reduction of the scale of value to logical relations, 
and of philosophical system, in the larger sense, to logical 
system or totality. This feeling, expressed in the view that such 
a logical monism necessarily makes the treatment of personality, 
moral distinctions, and progress to a degree at least equivocal, 
is not without its basis in fact. The complete identification of 
value and being, we have long since seen, is impossible by 
way of intellect alone. The deep-seated incompatibility between 
these two motives of organizing and systematizing thought is 
but an indication of this impossibility, and the incompatibility 
cannot be resolved in the fashion proposed. 

But does the point of view'here described really present the 
problem in quite the right way? Need we give up the principle 
of scale for system? May it not be that the principle of scale 
is the essence of philosophical system?—that system, in the 
narrower sense of logical totality and the type of co-ordinating 
thought which this involves, represents merely one value in a 
larger system of values? May it not be that the “presupposition 
of totality,” as it is implied in all philosophical thinking and 

* Chapter X, pp. 338 ff. 

» Absolutistft, such as Bosanquet, do not, it is true, ascribe value to the whole. 
For them the Whole is rather the ground of all value. In other words, the whole 
does not have value as a quality. But, as we have seen earlier (in Chapter 111 ), 
the tendency is still to make logical consistency ultimate, and with it to make 
the notion of logical system final. 



THE INTELLIGIBLE WORLD 


460 

germinal in all philosophic system, is of another type—namely, 
that which we have described as axiological unity? 

This is the answer to the question that we, at least, feel 
obliged to make. All our preceding studies justify us in this 
conclusion. Not only does a study of actual historic systems 
show that their dominant motive is axiological; an examina¬ 
tion of the axiom or presupposition of totality also shows that 
metaphysical totality, totality as the presupposition of intelli¬ 
gible communication and interpretation, cannot be reduced 
to logical totality. 

Everything turns here on this concept of axiological totality; 
and this in turn is bound up with the question. In what sense 
may logic be said to be the essence of philosophy, in what 
sense is it necessarily related to intelligibility and intelligible 
communication? The world is not intelligible to us, we have 
seen, unless the concepts in which the world is apprehended 
and expressed are in logical connections. But it is not these 
connections that alone or ultimately make it intelligible. 
Logical propositions give us merely the scaffolding of the world. 
Of themselves they treat of nothing. Unity for logic means 
merely necessary thought synthesis. Metaphysical totality, and 
with it philosophical system, enters only with the notion of an 
ens realissimum. With this enters likewise the idea of “domin¬ 
ant unity”; and thus the hierarchical principle of subordina¬ 
tion becomes necessarily the ultimate principle of metaphysical 
system. 

All this may be put in a more popular and, perhaps, more 
convincing way. It is perfectly obvious that the underlying 
motive of philosophic system, as distinguished from the abstract 
and partial systems of science, is valuational. Men want to 
“put things in their right order” (and therefore, in so far as 
knowledge necessarily issues in practice, “to control them 
well”). It is obvious, also, that in order to construct with 
certainty such an order, we should also have to grasp with 
exactness a completed scale. The “existence” of such a com¬ 
pleted scale is the presupposition of all intelligible concepts 
of evolution and progress. This completed scale, this significant 
whole, is the axiological unity which is the germ of all system. 
The transparently incomplete nature of our actual experience, 
* Chapter II, pp. 53 fF. 
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makes it, of course, impossible to do this. We may feel reason¬ 
ably certain, however, that any such completed experience must 
be established along the lines of our actual experience as 
hitherto developed. We may be equally sure that no such 
completed experience will contradict the principle of‘‘dominant 
unity,” the hierarchical principle, structural in organizing 
thought. For one thing, no such further experience will ever 
make it necessary, or even possible, to do otherwise than give 
a privileged position to something. For another, no such 
experience will conceivably modify in principle either the 
fundamental distinctions in levels of being or the fundamental 
forms of value that are constitutive of our experience. A com¬ 
pleted scale is impossible. Yet it is reasonable to suppose that 
the scale of values that is structural in traditional philosophy 
is immiiigable in the sense that it is the necessary condition 
of the intelligible communication of the meanings of reality. 
It is also reasonable to suppose that it is the essence of all 
philosophic system.^ 

* This general position regarding axiological unity may be illustrated by 
reference to a particular problem that has played a leading role in mode.n 
philosophy. One form in which the principle of co-ordination has been championed 
as against that of subordination is the doctrine of absolute values and the principle 
of the autonomy of values it seems to imply. 

It appears to be almost a corollary of a doctrine of absolute values that these 
universal values, or their partial expressions and embodiments, are not intelligible 
in terms of each other. If knowledge and understanding of the separate kinds of 
activity of the spirit, such as the scientific, the economic, the ethical, the aesthetic, 
presupposes an individual value or system of values for each kind, obviously 
the values must remain as senarate as the kinds of spiritual activity. However 
good a man’s acts may be, it is a confusion to say that they are true, cr to say 
that goodness and truth are the same. It is also only in a metaphorical sense, 
and even then in one that is dangerous to knowledge, that beautiful objects are 
said to be true, or moral acts and mathematical systems beautiful. It follows, 
also, that the subordination of one value to another, of ethical and aesthetic to 
truth values, etc., is questionable. Intelligibility of one in terms of the other, or 
subordination, means relativity and contradicts the idea of absolute values. 

Now, there is a certain limited sense in which this principle of autonomy is 
valid. The “philosophy of distinct concepts,” the corner-.stone of Croce’s philo¬ 
sophy, for instance, is the condition of true evaluation, as it is the condition of 
intelligible communication and interpretation. Dwi Anerkennen of the fundamental 
types of validity, and of values, is the condition, as Hegel says, of philosophical 
Erkennen, But pressed to an extreme it easily becomes unintelligible. A glaring 
illustration of this—one of many—is Groce’s doctrine of the aesthetic. On his 
view, the category of the aesthetic must be kept absolutely distinct from that 
of logic and morals. Truth, for instance, belongs wholly to logic, and to apply 
it to the aesthetic i$ merely a sign of confusion of thought. But in his development 
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VIII 

All this sounds well enough. But, after all, is not this whole 
conception of philosophic system, as a system of values and 
validities, and as distinguished from merely logical system, 
based upon very sophisticated, if not sophistical, distinctions? 
After all, you cannot get away from the essentially logical 
nature of system. The attempt to order values, whether in the 
form of subordination or co-ordination, is still essentially a 
logical process. Any system of philosophy must be a system 
of concepts; the values of experience must be put in conceptual 
form. The system must, therefore, be logical, and in so fkr as 
it is logical it must rest upon the absolute character of the 
logical values of non-contradiction and necessary connection. 
Even if philosophy declares that the ultimate reality of the 
world is value, its ultimate meaning a unity or system of values, 
must not this result of thought be fixated in concepts and 
expressed in judgments? By this very fixation and expression 
is not the co-ordination of values again sacrificed? Does not 
the whole again become the object of knowledge, and all other 
values subordinated to logical values ? Not only must a privileged 
position be given to something, but that something must be logic. 

of his doctrine of the aesthetic as expression he is unable to avoid the concept 
of truth—at least implicitly, and actually often explicitly. For it is adequate expres¬ 
sion that determines the criterion of the aesthetic, and this adequacy can be 
thought of only as truthful or sincere expression, or as agreement of expression 
with that which is to be expressed. It is only with truth, in some narrowly defined 
logical sense, not with truth in the natural use of the conception, that the aesthetic 
has no commerce. 

The fact is that truth, goodness, and beauty are bound by “a threefold cord 
not lightly broken.” The nature of that cord is not easily described, but its 
existence is even less easily denied. Autonomy of ultimate values, in some limited 
sense, is the condition of true evaluation as it is of intelligible communication. 
On the other hand, it is equally certain that no such relative autonomy can be 
in contradiction with the scale of values which a completed experience would 
mean. We are accustomed to classify our ends and values as truth, goodness, and 
beauty. The synthesis of these, their arrangement in a scale, is as yet beyond us. 
All attempts to reduce them to a common term, as, for example, wholeness or 
a contradictionless whole of experience, leave an unresolved remander. All 
attempts to reduce them one to another have proved unsuccessful. We attempt 
at best to combine them by way of compromise and co-ordination, and we feci 
that in the final result each contributes to our understanding of reality. But 
this compromise and co-ordination we feel can be only relative. We feel that 
values are really a system, and in the last analysis this system of values is the 
system of philosophy. For reason, properly understood, is the system of values. 
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To such questions, it would seeniy there can be only two 
possible answers. We may, on the one hand, admit this con¬ 
tention, accept the view that logic is the ultimate science of 
being, and identify philosophic system with logical system, 
with all the consequences it entails. Or we may, on the other 
hand, while recognizing the necessity of system for the theo¬ 
retical, logical mind, also frankly recogni-uC its limitations, and 
admit that life and reality are alogical and escape all system. 
These difficulties have all been summed up in what has been 
described by Bergson as the dilemma of all systematic philo¬ 
sophy—either logical dogmatism or logical scepticism. 

We may, it is said, on the one hand “hypostatize the logical 
unity, logic and nature, In a being who is nothing since he 
does nothing, in ineffectual God who simply sums up all the 
given; 01 in an eternal matter from whose womb have been 
poured out the properties of things and laws of nature; or, 
again, in a pure form which endeavours to seize an unseizable 
multiplicity, and which is, as we will, the form of nature or 
the form of thought. All these philosophies in their different 
languages tell us that logic and science arc right in treating 
reality as identical with logic,’’ Or we may, on the other hand, 
still assuming that logic and system are identical, recognize 
the impossibility of system, in this sense^ grasping life, reality, 
and change, admit that the latter are irrational, and accept 
the consequent scepticism and a gnosticism. ^ 

But there seems to me to be a third possible position—a way 
out of this dilemma by which philosophy may remain truly 
systematic and yet not accept either of these alternatives. That 
is to recognize another principle-of order. Bergson, in his argument 
regarding the contrast of order and disorder, rightly denies 
any absolute character to disorder or chaos. To deny that 
reality is identical with logical order does not necessarily mean 
that it is without order. And he then speaks of the Vital Order. 
But can this concept—for it is a concept—be given any 
intelligible meaning? Only, I think, if this order is conceived 
as an order of values. It is unnecessary lo recall again our 
discussions of the life concept—how that concept cannot even 
be intelligibly formed without reference to value and a scale 
of values, how evolutionary philosophies which make life the 
' Creative Evolution^ pp, 196, 197. 
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ultimate concept can escape ambiguity and unintelligibility 
only by a concept of life which is life-transcendent.* It must 
suffice here to draw the inevitable conclusion that the concept 
of a vital order, in so far, at least, as it is more than a mere 
negation of an order that is mechanical or static, in so far as 
it has any positive content, must be conceived as an order of 
values. 

The point I am here seeking to make is a fundamental one. 
Life, as a category —and it is a category if we use it in thought 
at all—^has in it already the germ of system. Every category 
implies system. What is life? Do you answer in biological terms? 
Immediately its unlimited, non-rational character has become 
limited and rational, and its place in a system of thought 
become inevitable. Do you answer it in terms that transcend 
the biological categories? Again the vague, the indefinite, the 
unlimited, that character of the term which made it inimical 
to system, becomes definite and limited, and again some system 
becomes inevitable. By this I mean that the term “life” then 
becomes meaningful only if you distinguish it from merely 
biological existence, while this distinction can be made only 
by the acknowledgment of values which have significance only 
within a system of values and validities. In other words, we 
have here but a special case of the general principle that in 
every theoretical, and therefore intelligible, denial of system, 
we affirm it. A vital order is still an order, and anyone who 
makes use of the term “order” in any meaningful way must 
use it with its necessary implications. 


IX 

But this so-called dilemma of all systematic philosophy still 
persists in the modern mind, and the point at which it is most 
cogent is naturally in connection with the ideas of evolution 
and progress, those forms in which the meaning of life and 
history finds conceptual embodiment. Traditional thought has 
always found system and (fevelopment compatible. This com¬ 
bination of development with system is one, however, which 
the modern mind positively refuses to find intelligible. Systems 
* Chapter IX, pp. 325 ff. 
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must be made to march, but they absolutely cannot be made 
to do so. 

Space forbids any extensive treatment of this problem. It 
must suffice to consider it as merely a special case of the general 
dilemma. We shall content ourselves with suggesting two points 
of a general nature. 

We may suggest, in the first place, that there cannot be any 
final and intrinsic incompatibility between the notions of 
progress and system. If there is any one thing that has emerged 
clearly from our study of progress it is that progress itself is 
essentially a systematic concept. It is impossible to form an 
intelligible concept of progress without a system of values. 
Wherein, then, lies the difficulty ? It seems to arise from a certain 
ambiguity in the notion of progress itself. If we speak of pro¬ 
gress as a fact, there seems to be no question that the fact 
can be tl< lermiiied only by reference to a scale or system of 
values. But we also speak of progress as an end or goal, and 
progress in this sense is assumed to be impossible without 
continuous change incompatible with an)^ concept of system. 

Now, we have already seen that progress as a goal is a 
treacherous, if not futile, idea. Progress as the aim of the 
historical life of man can be given no intelligible meaning. 
Progress that makes its goal as it goes, taken in any absolute 
sense, is a nonsense. This is peculiarly evident in connection 
with the idea of progress in knowledge. It was made quite 
clear, I think, that if progress in knowledge implies the idea 
that the contents of knowledge arc always reacting on its 
fundamental structure so that no philosophy can flatter itself 
that it will not be altered out of all recognition as knowledge 
grows, then system and progress are incompatible. But then 
progress and genuine knowledge are also incompatible. If we 
have an e^ olving knowledge In any absolute sense, do we ever 
really know where we are, or do we know in what direction 
to turn in order to orient ourselves in the world? ‘‘‘It was only 
after the invention of the compass that Columbus ventured 
across the uncharted seas. And if he w as mistaken in thinking 
that the land immediately west of Europe was India, he was, 
at least, correct in his basal assumption that made the voyage 
across the Atlantic a glorious adventure and not a mad prank.’’ 
So a recent writer, and we may well ask with him, “What 


00 
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if we have no compass or even polar star?” Doubtless know¬ 
ledge ‘‘grows from more to more,” but there is no way of 
telling that it thus grows if the idea of knowledge itself is 
subject to absolute change. 

But the dilemma of all systematic philosophy strikes deeper 
than this. System and evolution itself are said to be incom¬ 
patible. Unless the whole evolves, change and evolution as 
aspects of the whole are reduced to illusion; but if the whole 
evolves there can be no system. The familiar contention of the 
modernist may be summarized thus. If the whole is real, then 
change and movement in any form that is equally real must 
be ruled out in advance. If, on the other hand, we accept the 
reality of change and movement, we are at once debarred from 
maintaining the existence of a true whole. 

This is so common an assumption nowadays that it goes 
almost unchallenged. Quite the contrary is the case—as, indeed, 
all the systematic thinkers of the past have seen, for whom 
change and development were really intelligible only in an 
unchanging whole. An intelligible concept of evolution, no 
less than of progress, can be formed, we have already seen, 
only on the basis of a system of values.^ Moreover, the moment 
we begin to talk about evolution of the whole in the sense that 
we talk about evolution of finite organisms, we are on the brink 
of the unmeaning. If we are to apply the ideas of development, 
movement, to the whole in any intelligible sense, we must give 
these ideas a new meaning. The only kind of development 
applicable to reality as a whole is development of the Idea.^ 
Even in the physical sciences the opposition between totality 
and change seems to be disappearing as the necessary result 
of the most recent physical conceptions.^ 


* Chapter XI, pp. 385 ff. » Chapter IX, pp. 326 ff. 

3 It is an interesting fact, as has recently been pointed out by a number of 
writers, that, while modernist philosophy makes this assumption, modern physical 
thinking is proceeding in the opposite direction. ITie method of dealing with 
time that is distinctive of the theory of relativity, instead of emphasizing, as 
we might expect, this opposition between wholeness and change, has made it 
possible, if indeed not necessary, to subsume change and development under a 
still profounder concept of the whole. As a result of the now familiar unity 
between the categories of space and time, the universe becomes one that may 
be surveyed as a whole in which past, present, and future are one. It is a four¬ 
dimensional unity. The particular point in this theory at which the union of 
totality and change appears is in the concept of the univene as physically finite 



HEADLINING THE UNIVERSE 467 

Evolution and development, therefore, cannot be ultimately 
incompatible with system. Our chief concern here, however, 
is with the contention that change and movement become 
unreal if system is real. 

Here, again, we must insist, we are concerned with intelligible 
movement, just as we were concerned with intelligible progress 
and evolution as concepts which imply movement. We are 
not concerned with motion as an irrational brute fact, sup¬ 
posed to be apprehended in some mysterious way by brute 
perception or some mystical intuition, but as apprehended by 
thought. The mind grasps movement oi}ly by notions —the 
concepts, namely, of potency and actuality or realization. These 
concepts, we have maintained, are neither merely practical, 
nor are they intellectual dogmas forced on a resisting reality. 
They sy'^ring rather out of the fact that interpenetration and 
continuii), the very essence of duration and niotion, are 
themselves intelligible only as successive states are held together 
by value. They arc value concepts, and constitute the only 
way in which meaningful becoming and movement may be 
grasped.* Need it be pointed out that hierarchical system and 
intelligible movement are not only compatible but actually 
imply each other? 

and the conception of gravitation within that universe. On this view all gravita¬ 
tional phenomena, changes within the system, are the efTrtets of a universal and 
permanently distributed condition of stress throughout the finite universe. They 
are manifestations of an omnipresent, but locally Vtt,riant. property of the omni¬ 
present ether, such that every localized modification is instantaneously com¬ 
municated at all other points. 

That the physicist has no cliHiculty in thinking such conceptions is, of course, 
in itself no proof that they are metaphysically ultimately intelligible. To bring 
into our reckoning the phenomena 6f life, mind, and value might, indeed, bring 
to light difficulties in the combination of wholeriebs and change which do not 
here appear. But one thing may, at least, be said wii bout hesitation. Any supposed 
a prioii difEculties in the concept. <.;f change in an .inchanging whole must be 
ruled out. For physical thinking at least, not only are these concepts compatible, 
but, paradoxical as it may .s^em, on this view, the physical system of reality, 
just because it is a system, just because it is unchangingly stressed, must contain 
within itself incessant change in the form of gravitational phenomena, change 
which is the direct result of the unchanging nature of the whole. Now, if physical 
thinking can find such concepts intelligible, it is entir< ly gratuitous to say that 
metaphysical thinking shall not. It is not a priori impossible to retain change 
in all its essentiality in a whole which itself, as a whole, does not change. The 
supposed contradiction between development and wholeness which is so con¬ 
tinuously insisted upon as fundamental and irreducible need not be so. 

» Chapter VII, p. 250. 
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The true is the whole, but the whole is das dutch seine 
Entwickelung sick vollendede Wesen. In these terms we found Hegel 
seeking to express the ultimate conditions of an intelligible 
world—conditions which include both system and development. 
This idea of dynamic system, of a self-completing whole, is, I 
hold, not necessarily internally contradictory and unintelligible. 
That the complete rationalization of this idea, this fusion of 
totality and progress, is possible, I would be the last to affirm. 
It is no more possible than the complete rationalization of the 
ideas of the uncaused cause, the consummation of the end, 
the imperishable goal, or any other ultimate metaphysical 
ideas, no more possible than the complete fusion of value and 
being that underlies them all. An element of the mystical and 
ineffable can no more be excluded from this idea than from 
any of the great interpretative ideas. “Trenching on the 
mystical” is involved in any complete fusion of value and 
being, and a mystical element will necessarily appear in all 
metaphysical language that expresses that fusion. I do not 
say, then, that such notions can be made completely intelligible. 
I insist, merely, that these notions are necessary for intelligi¬ 
bility and intelligible communication; they are part of an 
intelligible world. Of such is the notion of philosophic system. 

In any case, this much may be said with a certain con¬ 
fidence as the necessary outcome of the argument of this 
chapter. System is a necessary condition of philosophical 
intelligibility. The only intelligible conception of philosophic 
system, however, is one which views it as a system of values 
and validities—^in short, the axiological concept of totality as 
we have developed it. Finally, the historical embodiment of 
this notion of system is found only in that form of philosophical 
intelligibility, that entire value-charged scheme of thought, 
which has functioned continually throughout traditional 
philosophy. From this all systems have derived, and to this 
all systems must, in one form or another, ultimately return. 


X 

Cui bono? What boots all this to those of us who still know 
in our hearts that we are not narrow enough for any system 
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to those of us who still find the world such a manifold of 
transitions and half-lights that it is absurd to impress an order 
upon them, to those of us for whom life, reality, is so full of 
a number of things that we have no interest in trying to order 
them? With all you have said, it is still headlining of the 
universe you propose, and for ourselves we prefer it without 
headlines. 

All that you have said may be true enough. We must have 
a system whether we. will it or not. You may have shown its 
inherent necessity in thought. It may even be granted that 
the logical difficulties in the concept of system may be over¬ 
come, but what of it? For us it is all one gigantic ignoratio 
elenchi. In fact, we have'no common ground. You appeal to 
“reason,” whatever that may be; we appeal to impression: 


“Against a copper-pink, sunset sky 
Black laces of tree-tops peacefully lie. 

A robin, with unique art untold, 

Both light feet together, is tearing the mould: 

The sea roars with storms—^is dimpled with calms ; 

A child runs shouting to his father’s arms; 

Lord, who are wc to catalogue living?^ 

Now, in so far as all this is but expressive of a mood of the 
Time-Spirit, there is, it must be repeated, no answer. Life is 
moody, art may be, and even science often is, but philosophy 
dare not be. To such impressionism there is no theoretical 
answer, and an extra-theoretical position is no philosophical 
position at all. But this very mood is itself often the expression 
of a theoretical judgment, ancT, we have seen, based on grounds 
of reason. In so far as it claims to be that, it may be brought 
to the bar of intelligibility and reason. 

Isn’t it really more intelligible^ so we may imagine those of 
this way of thinking and feeling expressing themselves—^isn’t 
it really more meaningful to conceive the world as systemless, 
as not only incalculable but ultimately uninterpretable? Why 
should not one, for instance, instead of thinking of the world 
as will or the world as reason, as rational or irrational, think 
of it as a ‘‘world of imagination,” to which neither of the terms 
of this dichotomy applies? Is not life and living just like that? 
And to think life and the world that way, as limitless variety 
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and limitless creation, as we find it in our own imagination, 
is not that to make it intelligible in the only sense it can be 
made so? 

Here at last—is it not perfectly evident?—we have followed 
modernism to its ultimate stronghold. Here we have the Time- 
Spirit in one of its franker moods. Is there any possible answ^er 
to be made to such a position? 

Apparently not. If such a world appears intelligible there 
seems to be nothing further to say. Here we have, perhaps, 
merely a question of taste, even if from our point of view 
perverted taste, and all disputation is futile. And yet there is 
still something to say, and in trying to say it we come to the 
last word that can be said in philosophy. For, after all, we 
are all thinking here, irrespective of what we think. There are 
ultimately only three possible positions for thought to take, 
only three possible places where it can come to any kind of 
rest. Either all anchorage fails and we rest in scepticism, 
illusionism, nihilism. Or it may have some kind of hold on 
reality. If it has a hold at all, this must be found either in 
the limited or the unlimited. The former means system of 
some sort; the latter means that Life, in the indefinite, un¬ 
limited sense of the poem, is taken as ultimate; and the last 
word, then, is pure impressionism. 

Pure impressionism is, however, in the last analysis, incom¬ 
municable. Even the language of poetry, that language by 
which man seeks to communicate his more integral experiences 
and more significant meanings, becomes intelligible only within 
a universe of discourse which itself presupposes a system of 
values and validities. Even the language of the mystics, that 
language in which men seek to communicate the incommuni¬ 
cable and the ineffable, itself presupposes such a system. As the 
great Christian mystics have in the main found it possible 
to express themselves only within the forms of dogmatic 
theology, so the great philosophical mystics have not only 
been at home within the traditional system of realities and 
values, but, in so far as they have sought to communicate their 
meanings, have found it possible to do so only in a language 
which implies that system. All intelligible communication thus 
involves a universe of discourse which is, in its very structure 
and essence, systematic. 



HEADLINING THE UNIVERSE 471 

It is, then, not a question of order or absence of order, of 
system or systemlessness; it is rather a question between orders. 
Into some order the things will inevitably fall if we try to 
talk about them at all; it is, therefore, a question of the right 
order. It is not a question whether a philosopher has or has 
not a system; for only through system does he become a 
philosopher. The real question is whether in that system we 
have a normal and fundamental way of seeing the world. 
Only if he has the right order will a philosopher become part 
of the Great Tradition in philosophy, only then, indeed, will 
his language be ultimately and permanently understood. In 
this last sentence is to be found the epitome of all that this 
book has attempted to say. Philosophy is intelligible discourse 
about the world, and the metaphysical idiom of the Great 
Tradition is the only language that is really intelligible. 




POSTSCRIPT 


It is foolish to try to say everything at once, yet this is pre¬ 
cisely what the philosopher, more than anyone else, is tempted 
to do. Convinced as he is of the absolute relevance of all 
questions, there remains always the feeling of having left 
important things unsaid. The present writer has not wholly 
escaped this temptation. In the manuscript of the book as 
prepared for publication, there was also a third part which, 
for various reasons, was not included in the printed form. It 
may not be amiss to state the titles of the three chapters which 
composed this part. They will, at least, serve to indicate the 
topics which, it was felt, an exhaustive treatment of the main 
theme would include, and to suggest that the writer is not 
unaware of certain problems which the reader of the book will 
inevitably raise. 

A chapter entitled The Language of Metaphysics considers in 
detail the problems of the ‘'philosophy of language’’ which 
have been raised at various points in the work. In general it 
attempts to make good the thesis that the Great Tradition 
alone speaks an intelligible language. A second chapter con¬ 
siders the general problem of The Nature of Truths and more 
particularly “the truth of metaphysics.” The object of this 
chapter is to develop more fully the relation of truth to in¬ 
telligibility and to show that traditional philosophy has uni¬ 
formly taught a liberalistic conception of truth in contrast 
to narrow and inadequate conceptions of modern thought. 
Finally, a third chapter, entitled Trenching on the Mystical, 
seeks to show the place of the mystical element in perennial 
philosophy, the relation of the language of mysticism to the 
language of metaphysics, and, in general, to uphold the validity 
of the mystical element by showing that there can be no 
adequate communication and interpretation of our experience 
without this trenching on the mystical. 

The relation of this unpublished part to the present work 
needs no further comment. The development of these themes 
and their publication under the general title of The Language 
of Metaphysics would constitute a proper sequel to the present 
book. 
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